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EGLIN GULF TEST RANGE
FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Proponent: Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

Cooperating Agencies: U.S. Air Force, U.S. Army, U.S. Navy, Federal Aviation Administration, U.S.
Coast Guard, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Proposed Action: The proposed action is to enhance the capability of the Eglin Gulf Test Range
(EGTR) to conduct Theater Missile Defense (TMD) programs. This document supplements the TMD
Extended Test Range Final EIS (U.S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command, 1994) by
identifying new launch and support locations, sensor operations, launch preparation activities, and
missile flight tests and intercepts in the EGTR, encompassing the counties of Monroe, Gulf, Escambia,
Santa Rosa, Okaloosa, Walton, Bay, and Franklin in the State of Florida.

Designation: Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Public Review Process: The public review period for the Draft SEIS document was from
February 6, 1998, through April 3, 1998, and responses to all comments received during this period
were incorporated in the Final SEIS. Public hearings were held during the week of March 9, 1998.

Abstract: The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization proposes to enhance the capability of the EGTR
to conduct TMD programs. The Proposed Action would include the selection and construction of
land-launch facilities; modification of land, sea-surface, and airspace safety zones; the amendment of
range operation and support management procedures; and the subsequent conduct of TMD missile
system test and training flights within the enhanced EGTR. The preferred alternative would involve
target and interceptor launch and support activities at Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) sites including
Santa Rosa Island and Cape San Blas; Air Drop or air-launch of target missiles; and possible Navy
AEGIS ship-launch of interceptor missiles. Alternatives would include target launch and support
activities at alternative locations in the Florida Keys (Cudjoe Key or Saddlebunch Keys), target missile
launch from a sea-launch vessel, and interceptor launch from offshore platforms off the coast of Santa
Rosa Island and Cape San Blas. The No-action Alternative that does not provide extended test
capabilities for TMD testing and training in the EGTR is also considered.

Potential environmental impacts associated with these actions are considered in the Final SEIS for the
following categories: air quality, airspace use, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and
soils, hazardous materials and wastes, land and water use, noise, safety, socioeconomics,
transportation, utilities, visual aesthetics, and water resources.

Inquiries on this document should be directed to the Eglin Public Affairs Office:

Ms. Janet Tucker
AFDTC/EM-PAV

501 Deleon St., Suite 101
Eglin AFB, FL 32542
(850) 882-4435
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FOREWORD

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) analyzes the potential
environmental consequences of a proposal to enhance the Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR) to
enable extended range testing and training operations using Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
missile systems. TMD is designated to provide regional defenses against present and
future conventional, chemical, biological, or nuclear ballistic, cruise, or air-to-surface guided
missiles that can endanger deployed U.S. forces as well as U.S. friends and allies
throughout the world. The proposal calls for the launch of target missiles from aircraft or
land sites. These target missiles would be intercepted by interceptor missiles launched
from ships or land sites. The intercepts would occur in the airspace over the Gulf of
Mexico.

The proposed action would involve target and interceptor launch and support
activities at alternative locations at Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) including Santa Rosa Island
and Cape San Blas; Air Drop or air-launch of target missiles; and possible Navy AEGIS ship-
launch. All intercepts would occur in the airspace over the Gulf of Mexico, which would
also be the location for air-launches of target missiles and ship-launches of interceptors.
Alternatives include target launch and support activities at alternative locations in the
Florida Keys (Cudjoe Key or Saddlebunch Keys); target missile launch from a sea-launch
vessel in the Gulf of Mexico; and interceptor launch from offshore platforms in the Gulf of
Mexico off the coast of Santa Rosa Island or Cape San Blas.

The Final TMD Extended Test Range SEIS-EGTR has two volumes. The first volume
includes an Executive Summary, Acronyms and Abbreviations, a Glossary, section 1
(Program Overview), section 2 (Description of Alternatives Including the Proposed Action),
and section 3-4, numbered as section 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences and Mitigations). The second volume includes section 5 (Public Review
Comments and Responses), section 6 (References), section 7 (List of Preparers), technical
appendices, the distribution list, and the index.

Section 1 of the SEIS, Program Overview, presents the background, purpose, and
need for the TMD Extended Test Range EGTR program. Section 2, Description of
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, describes the proposed action and the current
available alternatives that have been identified as fulfilling the purpose and need of the
program. A no-action alternative that does not provide extended test capabilities for TMD
in the EGTR is also described in this section.

In this SEIS, the presentation of the Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences has been combined into a single section identified as section 3-4. In this
unified section, the presentation of existing and future environmental baseline conditions
for each of the 14 environmental resource areas is directly followed by a discussion of the
potential impacts of the proposed project and alternatives, including appropriate
mitigations.

Section 5 of the SEIS (Public Review Comments and Responses) describes how
responses were made to the comments received from agencies and the public. This
section contains copies of every comment received and responses to each.

Final TMD ETR SEIS—Eglin Gulf Test Range
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5.0 PUBLIC REVIEW COMMENTS AND
RESPONSES

The Theater Missile Defense (TMD) Extended Test Range (ETR) Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)—Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR) public review and
comment period began on 13 February 1998, 1 week following the publication of the
Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register. The public comment period ended on
3 April 1998. Some government agency comments were received after the ending date
but were included in the review comments.

Copies of the Draft SEIS were made available for public review at several locations
within the region of influence of the proposed TMD program.

Okaloosa-Walton Community College Library, Niceville
Okaloosa-University of West Florida Library, Fort Walton Beach
Gulf County Library, Port St. Joe

Key Largo Public Library, Key Largo

Monroe County Public Library, Marathon

Monroe County Public Library, Key West

Florida Keys Community College Library, Key West

The following methods were used to notify the public of upcoming public hearing

meetings:

NOA announcement in the Federal Register

Paid advertisements placed in four local newspapers including the Northwest
Florida Daily News, Panama City Herald, The Key West Citizen, and The Keynoter

Media releases to newspapers, radio, and television

Four public hearing on the Draft SEIS were between the 9" and 13" of March 1998
in Fort Walton Beach, Port St. Joe, and the Florida Keys. Table 5.0-1 lists the locations
and dates of these meetings.

Table 5.0-1: Public Hearing Locations, Dates, and Actual Times

Meeting Location Date Times
Fort Walton Beach, Radisson Beach Resort 9 March 1998 5:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Port St. Joe, Port St. Joe High School 10 March 1998 5:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Key West, Harvey Government Center 12 March 1998 5:00 - 10:00 p.m.
Marathon, Marathon Government Center 13 March 1998 5:00 - 9:00 p.m.
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During the initial hour of each public hearing, an informal information session was
held to encourage the public to talk with project leaders. During this time, the public was
encouraged to sign in at the registration desk, to complete a speaker’s card if they wanted
to make a statement at the public hearing, and to complete an address form if they wanted
to receive a copy of the Final SEIS or its Executive Summary. A log of public and agency
attendees was maintained for each hearing although registration was not required. A fact
sheet summarizing the proposed action to enhance the Eglin Gulf Test Range to test
Theater Missile Defense systems was provided to all attendees. This fact sheet provided
an overview of the preferred action and alternatives and summarized the findings of the
Draft SEIS including potential environmental impacts and mitigations. Copies of the Draft
SEIS were also made available to the public at the registration table. Other handouts
included a welcome/agenda for each public hearing meeting location, instructions on how
to be heard and how to get more information, written comment forms, and cards for
commentor registration and document mailing list.

Following the information hour, the public was invited to attend the Public Hearing.
The moderator began the formal presentation by explaining the format of the meeting
which included:

m Introduction, Mr. Lewis Michaelson

m  Maj Tom Kennedy, AFDTC, Eglin AFB, described the proposed action and
alternatives and presented the findings of the Draft SEIS

m  Public Comment Session
m  Closing Remarks, Mr. Michaelson

A transcript of the full text of each public hearing is included in section 5.3 of the
Final SEIS.

Public comments on the Draft SEIS were received in several different ways. Public
hearing attendees were invited to make formal statements, which were recorded by a court
reporter at each meeting. A total of 51 individuals spoke at the public hearings and their
comments were documented in four recorded transcripts. A list of the individuals who
spoke at the public hearings, designated PT-0001 through PT-0051, and copies of the
transcripts, are included in section 5.3.1.

Written comments on the Draft SEIS were received in various formats over the
course of the public comment period. Initially, some prepared information was submitted
to the moderator by speakers during each public hearing. In addition, written comment
forms which were made available during registration were either returned at the conclusion
of the public hearings or forwarded by mail. Finally, some individuals and several Federal,
state, and local agencies submitted letters of comment. In these three forms, written
comments were received from 69 individuals representing themselves or private and public
organizations. A list of the individuals, including their organization or agency affiliation
where applicable, and copies of their transmittals are included in section 5.1.1. Written
comments are designated PW-0001 through PW-0069.

Final TMD ETR SEIS—Eglin Gulf Test Range 5-2



In addition to transcript and written comments, the public was encouraged to e-mail
comments to a mailbox designated for receipt of public comments: tmd@eglin.af.mil.
Twelve e-mails were received during the public comment. A list of the individuals who
sent e-mails, and copies of the documents received are included in section 5.2.3. E-mail
documents are designated PE-O001 through PE-0012.

Every transcript, written letter/comment, and e-mail was reviewed as it was
received. Each document was assigned a unique number and then was carefully reviewed
to identify the environmental resource area and specific topic of individual comments and
issues that were presented. Each of these identified issues was highlighted and numbered
sequentially. For example, if the tenth speaker presented in a transcript document
(PT-0010) provided comments on 7 separate topics, those comments were numbered
PT-0010.01 through PT-0010.07. A summary of each comment, its environmental
resource area and topic was then entered into a database by the given identification
number. This database was then used to sort and categorize all comments to the Draft
SEIS so that appropriate and consistent responses could be provided.

The process of responding to comments required reaching a thorough understanding
of the issues being presented and then determining the appropriate action to be taken. In
some cases, the comment was a declarative statement not requiring a direct response, but
one that did need to be noted in the context of overall public review. Other comments
identified corrections or new information that was directly included in the text of the Final
SEIS.

The largest number of comments received posed questions about the
methodologies, analyses, and conclusions for various environmental resource impacts and
mitigations presented in the Draft EIS. For each of these comments, a specific response
was prepared —occasionally requiring the acquisition of new data and the preparation of
additional analyses. New information and analysis supporting or changing the conclusions
of the Draft SEIS was incorporated into the text of the Final SEIS as well as in the
response to comments section.

Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS presents reproductions of all the original documents that
were received during the public hearing comment period and provides direct responses to
every issue included in those documents. The organization of chapter 5 provides a
separate comment/response section for each of the three types of comment documents:

5.1 Written Comment Documents

5.1.1 Written Comments

5.1.2 Response to Written Comments
5.2 E-Mail Comment Documents

5.2.1 E-Mail Comments

5.2.2 Response to E-Mail Comments
5.3  Transcript Comment Documents

5.3.1 Transcript Comments

5.3.2 Response to Transcript Comments
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The first table in each section provides a index of the names and assigned
identification numbers of individuals that submitted comments on the Draft SEIS. To
follow comments and responses for a specific individual, find their commentor number
(e.g., PW-0042, PE-O003, PT-0021) in the appropriate document list; locate their
document with sequentially numbered comments; and, use the comment numbers to
identify corresponding responses in the response table.

All documents and comments that were received during the public review period for
the Theater Missile Defense, Extended Test Range, Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement were treated equally regardless of the form or commentor. Each comment was
carefully documented, thoroughly read and evaluated, and provided with a response.
Volume 2 of the Final SEIS includes the public comments and prepared responses. The
National Environmental Policy Act requires the analysis of all reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action. In accordance with CEQ guidelines, this SEIS includes sufficient analysis
to inform the public and decision makers of potential environmental impacts resulting from
the preferred action and alternatives and to assist in the decision making process.

5.1 WRITTEN COMMENT DOCUMENTS

Individuals who commented on the Draft SEIS in written form are listed in table 5.1-
1 along with their respective commentor identification number. This number can be used
to find the written document that was submitted and to locate the corresponding table on
which responses to each comment is provided.

5.1.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS

Exhibit 5.1-1 presents reproductions of the written comment documents that were
received in response to the Draft SEIS. Comment documents are identified by commentor
ID number, and each statement or question that was categorized as addressing a separate
environmental issue is designated with a sequential comment number.

5.1.2 RESPONSE TO WRITTEN COMMENTS

Table 5.1-2 presents the responses to comments to the Draft SEIS that were
received in written form. Responses to specific comments can be found by locating the
corresponding commentor ID number and sequential comment number identifiers.

Table 5.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents)

Commentor and Affiliation ID Number
Apalachee Regional Planning Council P-W-0055
Blazevic, R. L. P-W-0031
Cairns, Duncan J., North West Florida Water Management District P-W-0052
Canneto, Frank; ANR Pipeline Company P-W-0036
Causey, Billy D.; Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Program P-W-0043
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Table 5.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents) (Continued)

Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0009
Cofer, Elizabeth P-W-0020
Couvillion, Keith J.; Texaco Exploration and Production, Inc P-W-0064
Cox, Cox P-W-0023
Deut, Jane P-W-0039
Drake, Susan P-W-0027
FKNMS Advisory Council P-W-0011
Freeman, Shirley; Commissioner, County of Monroe P-W-0060
Freeman, Shirley; Monroe County Commissioner P-W-0002
Gerbnacht, Helen P-W-0034
Germer, Suzanne P-W-0019
Golden, Jim P-W-0041
Griffin, Lynn; Office of Intergovernmental Programs, Florida Department of P-W-0049
Environmental Protection

Gulf County P-W-0056
Hadden, Alexander P-W-0001
Halloran, George P-W-0046
Hanley, Mari P-W-0063
Hare, James N. P-W-0025
Hartman, Bradley; Director, Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission P-W-0068
Hendricks, M.E. P-W-0033
Henize, Dennis P-W-0004
Henize, Dennis P-W-0015
Henize, Dennis P-W-0016
Hind, Martin S P-W-0024
Hoffman, Wayne; National Audubon Society P-W-0008
Hulsey, John, South Florida Regional Planning Council P-W-0053
lllegible P-W-0035
Jones, Michael P-W-0018
Lee, James H.; Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Dept. of the P-W-0066
Interior

Lowe, Donald S. P-W-0003
Magill, Mary P-W-0032
Marine Fisheries Commission P-W-0051
Marple, Richie Anne P-W-0045
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Table 5.1-1: Public Comments on the Draft SEIS (Written Documents) (Continued)

Martin, Terence N.; Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, U.S. Dept. of the P-W-0038
Interior
Mc Arthur, Phil and Jane P-w-0028
McGee, William; Cape San Blas Taxpayers Association P-W-0059
Moody, Richard P-W-0062
Morrison, Michael, et al; Last Stand -petition against missile testing in the Florida P-W-0069
Keys
Mueller, Heinz J.; Chief, Office of Environmental Assessment, U.S. Environmental P-W-0065
Protection Agency, Region 4
Musselman, David P-W-0021
Orlandi, Robin; Board of Directors of Reef Relief P-W-0014
Percy, George W.; Division of Historical Resources, Florida Department of State P-W-0050
Pfeiffer, Steven G.; State of Florida, Dept. of Community Affairs P-W-0067
Poole, Samuel E. lll; South Florida Water Management District P-W-0042
Probert P.E., Daniel P-W-0061
Rebosio, Gianne T. P-w-0017
Richardson, Drew; Professional Association of Diving Instructors P-W-0037
Richardson, Drew, Professional Association of Diving Instructors P-W-0013
Richardson, Drew, Professional Association of Diving Instructors P-W-0012
Rosenblatt, Sol P-W-0007
Simonds, Lois P-W-0058
Slack, James J.; South Florida Field Office, Fish and Wildlife Service P-W-0022
Thorpe, Paul; Northwest Florida Water Management District P-W-0057
unsigned P-W-0026
unsigned P-W-0029
unsigned P-W-0030
unsigned P-W-0047
Weeks, Vicki P-W-0010
West Florida Regional Planning Council P-W-0054
Wheeler, Kathy P-W-0044
Whitfield, Estus D.; Environmental Policy/Community and Economic Development P-W-0048
Unit, Office of the Governor, State of Florida
Wright, Bruce P-W-0040
Wright, David C. Ph.D. P-W-0006
Wright, David C. Ph.D.; Union of Concerned Scientists P-W-0005
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SUMMARY OF THE VIEWS OF
THE MISSILE TASK_ FORCE A thlrd concern is transportatiqn. The Overseas Highway is the sole 08
Pkﬁm&? 182\' ASI?SDIE IHQI;%DEN conduit for automobile traffic, drinking water, electric power, hospital and
' medlcal services, food and every other vital service required by our eatire
My name is Alexander Hadden, I am a refired attorney. My comments population. The impact of the missile proposal on this lifeline corridor is not

addressed at all in the draft SEIS. What would be the effect of this heavy new
rafflc burden on normal and essendal affic patterns? And God forbid that
there should be an accident that takes out a bridge, for exampie, but should 09
there not be some contingency planning that would take such possibilities
Into account?

Ia conclusion, there Is a real possibility of the failure of a missile

this evening are intended as a summary of the views presented by this Task
Force.

The focus of the Task Force has been to assess how well the draft SEIS 01
portrays the Impact on the Keys of launching target missles here. We find the
document us [t stands to be incomplete, superficial and In some respects,

distorted. ) launch. We can concelve of no other rural location in the US where the 10
Qur first concern is huran health and safety. Nowhere in the SEIS is consequences of such an accident would be more devastating. Such a faiture
there any focus on the possibility of serious accident, It neither quantifies nor could result in the dispersal of flammable and toxic materials and chunks of
even mentions the possibility that human error, equipment Or system fatlure, missile hardware into areas where people live, or lnvolve the accidental 11
sudden wind or meteorologlcal change, or a combination of such factors might explosion of a missile belng transported on US 1. It is not encugh 1o say that
result In a destructive distribution of debris or toxic emissiops beyond the the chaaces of such events bappening in the Keys are "minimal." Disasters of 12
Launch Hazard Area. Of particular concern is the extremely short distance 02 this sort have happened In the past gnd they could happen here,
from the launch site to the edge of the LHA on its populated side. The fashlon 03 We hope that the final SEIS will ook much harder and deeper into these
in which the LHA was magically shrunk when it was discovered that it real risks and find ways to treat them that would be both more detailed and 13
included setUed areas seems to us to highlight the document’s lack of more convincing.
objectivity. Also, more detail is needed on the uming of the trigger mechanism 04
in the event of an accidental firing ln the direcdon of a populated urea.
The SEIS likewise fails to explain why the launch site here should be so 05

much closer to populated areas than it is at other sites, There s no other US
raissile test site that is neacly so close. The launch sites in northern Florida, for
example, will be from platforms S 1o 13 miles offshore of Eglin Alr Force Base.

Are there special circumstances that might justify a departure ip the Keys 06
from the safety precautions proposed there? If so, the SEIS falls to mention
them.
Our second roncecn is the environment. The analysis understates the
potential impact of introducing large quantities of hydrochloric acid into a 07

region of high humlidity and shallow sea water, 2nd It falls to focus at wll on
the consequences of such impostdon on the fragile akallne environment of
the Keys.

We also concur with the concerns ralsed by the Marine Suncwary and
the Wildlife Service, We urge that these issues be addressed in the final SEIS.

pw001
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My name i§ Shirley Freeran and I em a Monroc County.Comumissioner.
Welcome to our beautiful new commission chambers here at the Harvey Government

Center at Historic Tnuman School.

As a County Commissioner I wanted to fully analyze and respond to the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. To assist me In analyzing this
document, T have been fortunate enough to be able to call upon a team of scientists and
others who have volunteercd their time and expertise to cm: the Draft SEIS with a

fine tooth comb.

Their findings are this document bas many fine attributes but is woefully lacking
in evidence which leads to some of the conclusions conceming the ecological trzasure we
call the Florida Keys. It falls short in consideration of the possible toxic damage fom
chemical discharge and physical fallout that would affect the health and safety of our
citizens, otr semsitive environment which includes a natjonal marine sapctuary, and our

unique tropical atmosphere.

Now [ will introduce the tearn. Each member has lived in the Florida Keys for
six to 20 ycars. Each will speak to you in their area of expertise. It is my job to introduce

them and give their credentials.

01

02
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Gerry Girard
Mz, Girard is a retired airline captain of 37 years servics, was a member of the board of 2
telecommunications company, and is an avid outdoorsman.

Topic: General Comments

Elizabeth Cofer

Mrs. Cofer is 2 Duke University graduate with a BA io zoology and & MA degree in
education and enjoyed a 20 year career a3 chemistry teacher,

Cudjoe, FL

Topic: Traffic and Transportation

Donald Lowe

M. Lowe has a MA degres in Physics. As & reszarch menzger for Bendix Aerospace
Systems Division, he directed programs related to ballistic missile Jaunch and re-¢utry
measurcraents. He served as US Naval Ordinance Represcntative to the United Kingdora.
Cudjoe, FL

Topic: Noisc and Visual Aesthetics

Exhibit 5.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




Comments on Draft SEIS
12 March, 1998
Donald §. Lowe

Bonorable Commissioners, Dol Representatives, and Interested

and Concerned Citizens., Thank you for the opportunity to expraess
wmy views on the Dreft SEIS, I will speak only on two issues,
aesthetics and noise. For sake of brevity, I will discuss the
Cudjoe sits, but the comments apply to the Saddlebunch Kayvs

as well,

Most of the views around the proposed launch sites are judged
in the study to have mimimal scenic attractiveness. #hat can
I say except that beauty is in the eyes of the teholder. I
for one love thsse low lying mangrove islands set in sparkling
water. That is why most of us live down here at the end of
the earth. The report further concludes that the 40' tall, 90’
long assembly building will only slightly alter the scenic
integrity of the area. Such a building will be very dominant
here in the Keys where buildings are restricted by cods to a
height of less than 35°,

As for human reaction to noise, the study averages the-day night
background noise level over a year. The coloxr figure on the
laft shows the nolse level for Cudjoe. This is derived from
land use classification and noise statistics. VYellow represaents
a 55 dB noise level, about that used in conversation. Fiom
this modeling, it is estimated that 4% of Cudjoe residants are
unhappy with their noisé environmant. When the noise from 12
Hera launches is added (the figure on -the right) the noise in
most of the populated area {yellow) remains the same, and the
percent of pecple unhappy with their noise environment remains
at 4%. How can this be? It is because the shcxt impulse of
noise is time averaged over an entire year theraby rsducing

{ts leval a factor of about 500,000 (60 minutes/houx,
24hours/day, and 365days/year}. This methodology is clearly
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wrong for analyzing the effects of a short burst of noige.

A dynamite blast could rupture one's eardrums without measurably
atfecting the yearly averaged noise level. Actual noiss
measuremants of a Hera launch are more helpful toward
understanding launch noise. The next figure, taken from the
study, plots rookeries and sound levels with respect to the
cudjoe launch pad. The noise level at S miles is 93 dB. This

18 eguivalent to the sound of a full speed freight train at

30 fest. who could sleep through that and once wakened would
not listen intensely to determine whether ¢r not one should

dive for cover? No studies were cited as to the possilble
psychological scarring of the residents by this type of
disturbance. Regarding wildlife, however, it is notad that

at least one rookery will aexparience 121 d8 of rolse which is
the threshold of pain in humans, The study reports that birds
will leave their nests but will return. The study concludes
that there will be no long term effects. Where is the sclentific
svidance?

I bag you to take the nacessary steps to correct what I perceive
to be misleading conclusions in the Draft SEIS. The launch

noise will disturb both humans and wildlife, and the exact degree
will not be known without an extensive scilentific investigation.
The acenic quality and character of the site will dramatically
change with the launch operations. The impacting costs on
residents, touriam, and overall éuulity of 1ife have not been
quantatively analvzed to determine the true cost of launching
missiles from the Keys. The decislon to launch ballistic missiles
near populated areas in & sanctuary 1s far too importent to

be based on "trust me" judgements. It should be based on hard,
quantitetive, scientific evidence which this study sadly lacks.
Thank you,

Exhibit 5.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)
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Comments by Dennis Henizs, on SAFETY - LAUNCH HAZARD AREA
{TMD EIS Public Hearings, Florida Keys, March 12/13, 1998)

For neighbors within a few miles of the proposed launch sites, safety is the
mos! crucial issue. The original Theater Misslie Defense EIS cites a
nominal Launch Hezard Area of 4.5 miles for the Hera missile. When the
Keys were first looked at as a launch site, the Hera LHA shrunk to 9,000
feet, about the distance to US1. That was when BMDO thought that
nobody lived north of US1 on Cudjoe Key. When that error was pointed
out, the LHA further shrunk to 6,500 feet, less than 1.25 mile.

The red shaded area at the bottom of the LHA Is the area carved out of the
LHA because my wife and | and 22 other familles wers found to be flving
there.

Shrinking the LHA is rationalized by promising to blow up an errant missile
sooner if It heads toward us than if it goes off-course in some other
direction. There are many problems with that, and it is no comfort. For
one thing, it only means a higher probability of a missile having to be
destroyed after launch, and for every such falled launch, there'd have to be
another one. Building a higher probability of failure into an inherently
dangerous activity, simply because the sile is too close to human
population, shows astoundingly poor ptanning!

The 6,500 foot Launch Hazard Area is far from being prudent and
conservative, and does not consider any of several worst-case mishaps. It
tekes into account the debris dispersal for an exploding Hera on or directly
above the launch pad, but not any of several plausible failure modes in
which the missile movea some distance in the wrong direction and then
explodes.

A type of mishap representing just one such failure is presented in a report
published last week by David Wright, a physicist with MIT and the Union of
Concerned Sclentists. Dr, Wright's report analyzes the 6,500 foot Launch
Hazard Area proposed for Cudjoe Key. The same study would apply to the
Saddiebunch site. It describes a failure mode in which debris from a flight
terminated due to a particular directional control failure 8 few seconds after
taunch could cause debris to land outside the LHA, more than 2 miles from
the launch site.
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The report concludes:

“This analysis concludes that an LHA of 1.5 miles is not justified on
technical grounds. There appear to be possible maifunctions of the Hera
missile that could result in debris outside the 1.5 miie LBA even if the fiight
is terminated very early. While the probability of such a malfunction is not
known, similar evenis have occurred in the recent past. These results
therefore mean that the official launch hazard area determined by BMDO
for the proposed Cudjoe Key site Is too smalil.”

The Launch Hazard Area is inadequate in other respects as well. Patterns
of falling debris from an accident should nof be the only criteria for
determining the LHA. Noiee and shock waves from potential explosions,
and chemical clouds from potential accidents must be considered.

Your EIS acknowledges that explosions could result in compresslon waves

of 2.0 psf overpressure, strong enough to cause minor structure damage,
as far away as 1.8 miles. There are at least 23 homes that close. The
Launch Hazard Area is not big enough.

With respect to the chemical cloud from a combustion accldent, both of the
dispersion models used in the EIS’ Air Quality sections show that the
highest concentrations of hydrogen chloride are outside the Launch
Hazard Area. The Launch Hazard Area is not big enough.

There simply is not enough wide-open space anywhere in the Keys for a
Launch Hazard Area that takes into account the very launch hazards that
are acknowledged in the EIS.

Exhibit 5.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)
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A Technicsl Assessment
of the Launch Hazard Area in Cadjoe Key, Florida

David C, Wright"
Union of Concerned Scientists &
Security Studies Program, MIT

March 6, 1998

Summary

The US Ballistic Missils Defense Organization (BMDO) has been considering using a
site in Cudjoe Key, Florida 1o launch Herz test missli¢s as part of the program to develop
theater missile defenses.

A standard safety precaution is to define & launch hazard area (LHA) around a missile
launch site that represents @area that might be showered with debris in the event of a
malfunction during the launch of the missile. If the LHA of  proposed launch site would
include areas containing schools, housing, ctc., the location cannot be used as 2 launch
site, i

Tae Army has stated 1hat the nominal LEA for Hera missile launches is 4.5 miles (7.2
Wlometers) in all directions around the launch site.!

The LHA determined by BMDO for the Cudjoe Keys launch site, however, extends only
ebout 1.5 miles (2.4 km) in the direction opposite to the planned flight path of the
missile.? If the LHA were larger in that direction, it would include homes and the launch
site would not be allowed. -

The purpose of this assessment is to understand if a reduction in the LHA by a factor of
three—from a pominal 4.5 miles to 1.5 miles—can be justified on technical grounds. It

describes a tochnical analysis of where debris could land 25 a result of malfunction and

termination of & launch of & Hera missile carly in flight.

This analysis concludes that an LHA of 1.5 miles Is not justifled on technical
grounds. There appear to be postible mzifunctions of the Hera nissile that could
result In debris outside the 1.5 mlle LHA even if the flight Is terminated very early.
‘While the probability of such a malfuaction is not known, similar eventy have
occurred in the recent past. These resuits therefore mean that the officlal laanch
hazard area determined by BMDO for the proposed Cudjoe Key site is too small

* David Wright is a Scndoc Stafl Scientist at the Union of Conormed Scientins in Cambridge, MA and a
Research Fellow in the Secudty Studles Program a1 MIT. Hs received Lis Ph.D. in physics from Comell
University in 1983. Onc of his main arcas of expertise is the tochnical analysis of missile systems.
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Determining the Launch Hazard Area

The military’s description of how a lsunch hazzard area (LHA) is determined can be
found on the Eglin Air Force Basc web site at twl.eglin,af. mil/46mtd/Tha htm. The first
step is to determine the LHA in the absence of wind, which could shift the debris pattern.
The description stxtes:

“Certain areas cennot be locsted within an LHA. Examples include housing,
schools, and office buildings. If & protected area lies within the calculated Dedris
‘Hazard Area—No Wind for & proposed site, then that site cannot be used for
missile launches.” (emphasis original)

While wind may shift the pattern of debrls and increase the size of the LHA fora
particuler launch depending on weather conditions, it cannot decrease the size of the
LHA from the “LHA-No Wind™ (called the “Debris Hazard Arca—No Wind” above).
Thus if & calculation of the debris pattern from ax aborted launch in the absence of wind
shaws that debris could fall on the protected areas listed above (housing, schools, and
office buildings), the launch site cannot be used. As a result, the caleulations In this paper
are done assuming there is no wind.

Calculating the LHA-No Wind

The Eglin web page states that the LHA-No Wind is determined by a computer model
that calculates where debris would Jand if the missile had to be destroyed efter lannch.
The computer model attempts to take into account malfunctions of the missile that send
the missile off ita intended course. The LHA description states: :

“Every five seconds of flight, the model forces the missile off its flight path for
five seconds.”

The computer then calculates where debris from a missile destroyed at that time would
land, and that information is used to calculate the LHA.No Wind. In response 1o
questions on this point, the BMDO has said that early in flight it raight not wait for five
seconds after a malfunction to terminate the flight but could do so a couple of saconds
carlier.

Checking the BMDO's Calculasion of the LHA-No Wind ot Cudjoe Key

The details behind the BMDO's calculation of the LHA-No Wind st the Cudjoe Key site
wre not publicly available, However, considerable informatlon is known sbout the Hers
test missile, allowing the trajectory of the missile 1o be calculated under normal operating
conditions and under varicus types of malfunctions, Assuming & missile launch is aborted
a1 some point on the trajectory, the pattemn of debris can be calculated usiog standard
assumptions about stmospheric drag on the debris.

Exhibit 5.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)
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In my calculations I have assumed reasonable “worst-case” malfunctions of the Hera
missile that should be taken imo account in determining the LHA-No Wind. These
calculations are described in detail in the Appendix.

Results of the Calculations

The calculations deacribed in the Appendix show that reasonsble assumptions about
possible maifunctions of the Hern missile would result in debris falling 1.6-2.1 miles or
farther behind the [aunch site. Thus, this debris would laod outside of the official LHA-
No Wind that has been presented by BMDO for the Cudjoe Key site.

These results thesefore mean that the official LHA-No Wind determined by BMDO for
the proposed Cudjoe Kay site is too small,

What is the probability of malfunction of the missile?

The probability of & malfunction that would cause & Herz missile to veer out of control Is
not publicly known. However, there are numerous examples of such a malfunction. The
news report of 2 malfunction of an Arjes rocket in 1991 that Is attached at the end of this
report gives an example of such & malfunction, in that case caused by & softwere rather
than hardware problem.

Tt is, however, possible to say something sbout the overall reliability of Minuteman
missiles. Since the Hera missile consists of the upper two stages of 2 Minuteman I
missile, these reliability figures may give some indication of the reliability that can be
expected of Hera. It is important to keep in mind, however, that there are many failure
modes that do pot involve the guidance and control system of the missile, which is the
failure mode considered here. In most casea discussed below, the frilure mode is not
publicly known.

o Between 1969 and 1989, the Mimuteman 1T missile underwent 101 operational test
and evaluation (OT&E) flight tests.” Of these, 15 were failures, giving 8 reliability of
85%.

e Betwoen 1971 and 1989, the Minuteman I missile, which is a0 upgrade to the
Minuteman I, underwent 136 OT&E flight tests.* Of these, 17 were failures, giving a
reliability of 87.5%.

+ Between 1985 and 1992, there were 12 launch attempts for Minuteman I missiles’
that had been refurbished for use as space launch vehicles in much the same way that
Miguteman I components have been refurbished for use in Hera, On two of these
flights (20 January 1987 and 24 October 1992) the missile malfunctioned and was
destroyed during flight by & range safety officer, A third launch attempr (20 January
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1992) failed w_'hcfx‘the first stage motor failed to ignite. Thus for this cight-year
period, the nglubxhty was § of 12, or 73%. Even igooring the launch that never got off
the ground gives a reliability of 9 of 11, or 82%.

Raferences

' US Army Space and Strategic Defense Command, Thearer Missile Dafense Hera Target
Systems: Envir ntal Assessmenm, January 1994, p. 1-30; US Army Space and
Strategic Defense Command, Wake Isiand: Environmental Assessment, January 1994, p.
1-21; US Army Space and Strategic Defense Command, Theater Missile Defense
Extended Test Range: Draft Enviy tal Impact Stat t, Jamuary 1994, p. 2-16.
? Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range Supplemental Environmertal Impact
Statement - Eglin Gulf Test Range (drafi), prepared for Major Thomas J. Kennedy,
?ireaor of Test, Theater Misgile Defense, Eglin AFB, F1, 6 February 1998, 3428,

Steven Flank, “Flight Test Restrictions and Reliability Analysis for Balllstio Missiles:
f\; ‘gmlytic Framework,” May 1991, unpublished.

Q.

* The launch dates were obtained from Jeffrey Geiger in the Base Historian's Office at
Vandenberg Air Force Base (personal communication, 14 December 1992).
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Appendix: Description of Calculation Of Debris Dispersion

Calculation of the Nominal Hera Trajectory

The technical parameters for the Hera missilo are well known from several sourcea' The
Hera is built'from surplus Minuteman missile components, For the two-stage version of
the Heru, the first stage is &n SR19 booster, which is the Minuteman I second stage. This
stage has a total mass of 16,000 pounds (Ib) (7.270 metric tones (ie)), contalns 13,725 Ib
{6236 te) of propellant, and has & nominal burn time of 64 seconds. The motor generates
approximately 56,100 Ib (250,000 newtons) of thrust, This stage is roughly 11 fect (3.4
meters) long aud has A dlameter of 4.3 foet (1.3 meters).

The second stage is &n M57A1 booster, which is the Misuteman I third stage. This stage
has a total mass of 4,422 Ib (2,010 te), contains 3,650 Ib (1.659 te) of propellant, and can
burn for up to 60 seconds. This motor gencrates & thrust of roughly 16,900 1b (75,000
newtons). This stage is roughly 7 fest (2.1 meters) Jong and has & diameter of 3.3 feet (1
meter).

The Hera payload section has a maas of roughly 3400 Ib (155 te}, end is roughly 10 feet
(3 meters) long.

Given these technical parameters, on¢ can integrate the equations of motion on g
computer to calculate the trajectory of the missile. The program used for these
calculations includes an atmosphere and calculetes the effbcts of stmospheric drag oa the
missile trajectory using standard methods.?

Using the parameter values given above, these caiculations give mjector?' esseotially
identlcal 1o that provided by the Air Force for the nominal Herz trajectory.” In these
calculations, T have assumed the Hera travels vertically for 2 short time (5 seconds)
before lateral thrust is applied to begin turning the missile. (T also considered 2 case in
which the missile flies vertically for only 3 seconds and found that the results are
insensitive to this number.)

Estimarion of Debris Pattern After.a Missile Malfunction

This section describes how 1 calculated the debris pantern from an eborted launch, Some
relevant details of the missile, such as the maximum turn it can undergo, are not publicly

t ~The Hern Target Missile” Ballistic Missiie Defease Organization (BMDO) Fact Shect 96-018, April
1996: David Hoghcs, “Hera to Chalienge THAAD this Month,” Aviadton Week and Spacr Technology, 11
March 1996, 39; Thomas Cochran et al,, Muclear Heapons Databook, Veheme I: US Muclear Weapons
SCambridac. MA: Ballinger, 1983}, p. 113,

Foc a description of the program, seo L. Grontund and D. Wright, “Depressed Trajectory SLBMs,”
Sclence and Global Securily 3, 1992, 101.160.
3 This data was provided w0 Mr. Deanis Heqize by Maj. Thotmas Kenoedy, Theater Missile Defence Test
Manager, Eghin Air Fores Base,
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available. However, it Is possible to estimate these parameters to give highly plausible
predictions of the debris pattern.

The LHA is calculated by assuming the missile undergoes what the military calls a
“worst turn” at various polnts along the missile trajectory. A “worst turp” is a tumn that
the missile is physically capable of achieving and that Is the most problematic in terms of
dispersing debris. The miasile is then allowed 10 travel in that direction for five seconds
before the flight is aborted.

When the flight is aborted, pieces of the missile will follow ballistic paths to the ground,
with the path of each piece determined by its ballistic coefficicnt* (weight-to-drag ratio)
and its speed and direction at the time of thrust termination of the missile. The LHA-No
Wind is then determined by considering such “worst turns” in alf directions away frem
the intended path and finding an envelope outside of which nons of the debris falls,

BMDQ officials have stated that, early in flight, the flight might be terminated before the
missile is allowed to travel for five seconds after 3 “worst turn.” In the calculations in this
paper, wo assume the flight 1s aborted enly thres seconds after a “worst tum.”

1 consider a particular case in which the missile flics co the nominal Hera trejectory for
nine geconds, At that point the missile is travelling at about 417 /s (127 n/s) and is at an
altituds of about 1970 &t (600 meters). The velocity vector is about 84.5 degrees with
respect to the horizontal. A malfunction is assumed to occur at that point in the missile’s
guidance and control system that causes the missile to begin to tumn in the opposite
direction (still in the plane of the trajectory) for three seconds. The turning is caused by
serodypamic 1ift forces on the missils body that result when lateral thrust of the rocket
motor generates a non-zero angle of attack. Since this is occurring at low altitudes where
the atmosphecic density is large, the lift forces are strong and can cause the missile to am
rapidly. The majority of the missile's thrust, however, is still accelerating the missile,
After three seconds, the missile’s speed has increased to 558 /s (170 m/s) and it hes
climbed to sbout 3280 & (1 km) in altitude, and is approximately above the lsunch point.
We assume that the “worst turn” results in the missile vslocity being at an angle of 40-45
degrees with respect 10 the horizomal, which would maximize the dispersal of debris.

There is good evidence that the missile could withstand such a turn, based on the
behavior of the Trident I missile on 21 March 1989, when it failed its first launch
attempt at sen (Sce figure 1.) A malfunction of the guidance and control system caused
the missile to fly in a circle of roughly 300 foot (90 meter) diameter, and it did so for s
short time without breaking up. Eventually, as the missile began to spiral inward, the
turning rate and resulting atmospheric forces became high enough that the missile broke
apart, However, an analysls of the Trident trsjectory shows that the middle part of its
flight occurred st atmosphoric densities and at speeds comparable to those in the Hera
case described above. This strongly suggests that the Hera could undergo a tumn of the
type assumed aboye without breaking up before the flight is aborted.

4 The batlistie coefficient B is defined a5 8 = W/CpdA, where W isthe weight of the object, Co the drag
cocfficient; and A is the projected arca perpendicular to the motion of the object
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RESPONSE 31298
SOL ROSENBLATY
THANKS FOR GIVING ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT SOME SOLID ROCKET
EMISSION OESERVATIONS MADE DURING MY 3 1/2 YEARS AS A SOLID ROCKET
DEVELOPMENT CHEMIST FOR THE POLARIS MISSILE PROGRAM.

1. FOR HERA, 1.5 TONS OF HCI GAS EMITTED PER LAUNCH, THIS GAS
COMBINES IN A HUMID OR EXCESS WATER ENVIRONMENT WITH 3 TONS OF
WATER, WHICH BRINGS DOWN THE HELIN THE FORM OF 4 12 TONS OF HCI
ACID RAIN. A FEW DROPS OF THIS ACID WILL REDUCE THE PH OF A GALLON OF
WATER TO BELOW 7 INSTANTANEOUSLY. WHICH AUTHOR OF THIS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT CONSIDERS HIMSELF OR HERSELF
VERSED WELL ENOUGH IN THE CHEMICAL BALANCE OF OUR BACKWATERS,
THAT HE OR SHE IS WILLING TO GAMBLE THAT INTRODUCING 4 1/2 TONS OF
HCI ACID INTO THIS SHALLOW ENVIRONMENT, FOR EACH LAUNCH, WILL NOT
CAUSE A DELETERIOUS CHAIN AEACTION 7 - THIS FRAGILE ENVIRONMENT
WHERE WE STILL ARE TRYING TO LEARN THE REASON FOR OUR REEFS
MYSTERIOUS DYING OFF AT THE RATE OF BETWEEN 4-10% PER YEAR.

THE CLAIM IS MADE THAT ONLY 20% OF THE HC! IN THE PRESENCE OF WATER
COMBINES TO FORM HYDROCHLORIC ACID.

WHAT HAPPENS TO THE 80% BALANCE?

COULD IT BE THAT ONLY 20% WAS DETECTED BECAUSE:

1. THERE WAS AN ASSUMPTION THAT THE WATER PRODUCED 8Y THE
COMBUSTION WAS THE LIMITING WATER AVAILABLE FOR COMBINING WITH THE
HCL

2, THAT AT THE TEMPERATURE OF THE EXHAUST, ONLY A CERTAIN AMOUNT OF
WATER WAS AVAILABLE,

3 THAT THE LOW DESERT HUMIOITY AT FORT WINGATE, NEW MEXICO LIMITED
THE WATER AVAILABLE, AND ALTERED READINGS,

THE FACT IS THAT INTHE PRESENGE OF EXCESS WATER OR HIGH HUMIDITY AT
STANDARD TEMPERATURES AND PRESSURES, ALL THE HCf GAS COMBINES
WITHWATER.
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CLAIM THAT HC! ANDIOR HYDROCHLORIC ACID CLOUDS EASILY MIX WITH THE
AlR AND DISPERSE:

1. WARM UPDRAFTS ARE PRODUCED BY THE EXOTHERMIC REACTION OF
GASEOUS HCI AND MOIST AIR, PLUS THE UPDRAFT CAUSED BY THE
COMBUSTION OF THE PROPELLANT - BOTH WILL CAUSE THE EXHAUST TRAIL

TO RISE AND FORM AN HCI CONTAINING CLOUD IN A HUMID ENVIRONMENT OF -

SLOW MOVING AlR. IN ADDITION, THERE WiLL BE AN UPDRAFT DUE TO THE
HEAT OF CONDENSATION, AS HC! ACID VAPOR CONDENSES INTO LARGER
DROPLETS GIVING UP ITS HEAT OF VAFORIZATION, ADDING TO THE UPDRAFT,
UNTIL THE HYDROCHLORIC ACID DROPLETS SUFFICIENTLY COCLTO
COALESCE TO A WEIGHT WHERE THEY FALL AS HYDROCHLORIC ACID RAIN,
THIS CLOUD, ALSO CONTAINING VERY FINE ALUMINUM OXIDE PARTICLES
STICKS AROUND, LIKE A SMOKE CLOUD DOES AFTER A FIREWORKS DISPLAY,
AND MOVES AS A UNIT, WITHOUT EASILY DISPERSING.

2. ASSUMING THE NORMAL CASE SCENARIO, WHERE LAUNCH WEATHER
CONDITIONS ARE CHOSEN TO 88 CALM, THEREFORE WITH MINIMUM AIR
TURBULENCE, WE CAN EXPECT THE HCI EXHAUST TRAILS ACID CONTENT
FORMED AS ABOVE TO RAIN ESSENTIALLY STRAIGHT DOWN FROM THE
EXHAUST TRAIL SURROUNDING THE LAUNCH HAZARD AREA. ALSO,
ESSENTIALLY ALL THE GASEQUS HCI CONTENT OF THE EXHAUST WiLL REACT
AS SOON AS IT IS GENERATED WITH THE HIGH WATER CONTENT OF QUR
HUMID ENVIRONMENT, FORMING A HEAVIER HYDROCHLORIC ACID CLOUD,
THAN ITS SURROUNDING AIR, AND WHEN EVEN SLIGHTLY COOLED, WILL RAIN
DOWN ON OUR SHALLOW WATERS AND CORAL HEADS.

THIS ACID CLOUD, BEING HEAVIER THAN A NORMAL CLOUD, Wil.L THEREFORE
TEND TO BE LESS PRONE TO DISSIPATION BY AIR TURBULENC S, AND FALL
MORE RAPIDLY.

3. SINGE MOST OF THE ROCKET FUEL IS BURNED AT THE BEGINNING OF A
LAUNGH, AND THE ROCKET'S ACCELERATION IS SLOWEST AT THE BEGINNING,
WE CAN EXPECT MOST OF THE HCI CONTENT OF THE PROPELLANT'S
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EXHAUST GASES TO FALL CLOSER TO THE LAUNCH SITE, RATHER THAN
AVERAGE ALONG ITS PATH OF TRAJECTORY.

UNBURNED PROPELLANT

1. THE TOXICOLOGICAL EFFECT OF UNBURNED SOLID ROCKET PROPELLANT
MUST BE ADDRESSED, IF THE ROCKET CHAMBER ACCIDENTALLY OR IS
PURPOSEFULLY DESTROYED, ALLOWING UNBURNED PROPELLANT AND
ENGINE FRAGMENTS TO ENTER INTO QUR SURROUNDING SHALLOW WATERS.
A DOCUMENTED EVENT DESCRIBING SUCH AN OCCURRENCE WAS THE
FAILURE OF ORIANA S LAUNCHED BY THE EUROPEAN SATELUITE CONSORTIUM
IN FRENCH GUYANA. THE SLOW MOVING SALT WATER LAGOON SURROUNDING
THE ARCHIPELAGO IS NOT TOO UNLIKE OUR SHALLOW SALT WATER
SURROUNDING ISLANDS. IT WAS REPORTED, BY OBSERVERS IN THE LAUNCH
AREA, THAT THE LAUNCH HAZARD AREA WAS TOXICOLOGICALLY DAMAGED,
AS INDICATED BY A CHANGE IN THE WATER COLOR , ABSENCE OF FISH, AND
LOSS OF PLANT LIFE.

SOLID ROCKET PROPELLANT IS MORE THAN 80% AMMONIUM PERCHLORATE, A
VERY POWERFUL OXIDIZER, BOUND IN A CONTIGUOUS COATING OF A
POLYMERIG BINDER. THIS 1S NOT A CONTINUOUS ENCAPSULATING COATING
BUT A CONTIGUOUS COATING, WHICH MEANS LOTS OF GAPS SURRCUNDING
THE OXIDIZER. THE BINDER, IN THE CASE OF HERA, IS A POLYBUTADIENE
RUSBER, AND IS VERY FRONE TO ULTRAVIOLET LIGHT AIDED OXIDATION
WHERE THE COATING BREAKS DOWN, BECOMING BRITTLE. WHEN CAST INTO A
ROCKET CHAMBER, WHERE UV LIGHT CANNOT REACH THE BINDER, THIS
PROPELLANT HAS A PRACTICAL AGING CYCLE. HOWEVER, IF THIS
PROPELLANT SHOULD BE LYING IN OUR WARM OXYGEN RICH, SUN DRENCHED
SHALLOW WATERS, THE BINDER WOULD SOON BE DEGRADED, ALLOWING THE
CONSTANT RELEASE OF TOXIC AMMONIUM PERCHLORATE INTO THE WATERS,
LIKE A TIME RELEASE POISON PILL, FOR MANY YEARS.

STUDIES PREPARED ON BEHALF OF THE AIR FORCE HAVE CORRQBORATED
THAT A SLOW DISSOLUTION (LEACHING) OF AMMONIUM PERCHLORATE DOES
OCCUR FAOM THE HERA BINDING. HOWEVER, TO COUNTER THE DANGER OF
ITS EFFECT, THEY QUOTE THE DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION OF RUSSIA,
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WHICH MADE STUDIES, AND-CONCLUDED THAT AMMONIUM PERCHLORATE IS
NOT A PROBLEM IN A MARINE ENVIRONMENT. THE RUSSIANS DID NOT
INDICATE WHAT KIND OF MARINE ENVIRONMENT THAT THE TESTS WERE
CARRIED OUT IN. THEY MAY HAVE TESTED IN LARGE, COLD, OEEP SEA
ENVIRONMENTS, NOT IN SLOW MOVING, WARM SHALLOW LAGOONS, WHERE
CONCENTRATION EFFECTS ARE OF A DIFFERENT ORDER. THERE ARE NO
SUBTROPICAL AREAS IN RUSSIA, AND THEREFORE THESE TESTS MAY HAVE
NO VAUDITY IN OUR WATERS. ALSQ, THE RUSSIANS MAINTAIN AND TOLERATE
THE MOST TOXIC CHEMICAL AND NUCLEAR DUMPS IN THE WORLD, AND THEIR
LOW STANDARDS FOR SAFETY CAUSE LIFE EXPECTANCIES, IN THESE AREAS,
TO BE 30% LESS THAN IN OTHER PARTS OF RUSSIA. | DON'T THINK,
THEREFORE, THAT WE CAN TRUST THE CRITERIA BY WHICH THEY SET THEIR
STANDARDS OF SAFETY.

2. THE AIR FORCE ONLY CONSIDERED THE MECHANICAL ENERGY OF IMPACT
OF FRAGMENTS AND ACCOMPANYING SHOCK WAVES OF A DESTROYED
ROCKET ON THE FISH OR MAMMALS IN THE VICINITY, AND NOT THE TOXIC
IMPACT OF THE CHEMICALS. FURTHERMORE, GATHERING THESE CHUNKS OF
MISSILE FRAGMENTS CAN BE DIFFICULT, AS THE CHAMBERS WHICH CONTAIN
THE PROPELLANT ARE OFTEN MADE OF FIBERGLASS OR OTHER NON
METALLICS. WHICH ARE NOT EASILY FOUND BY METAL DETECTORS.

OTHER [SSUES:

1.HCI ACID. AS A PARTICULATE?
HCI 1S A GAS IN EQUILIBRIUM WITH WATER, NOT A PARTICLE.

2.DIFFERENT GEQOGRAPHY IN THE KEYS, VERSUS THE PANHANDLE.

80TH OUR CLIMATE AND WATERS ARE DIFFERENT, AS THE PANHANDLE
OFFSHORE WATERS GENERALLY ARE DEEPER AND FASTER , AND THEY HAVE
SOil. AND NO CORAL HEADS,

3. THE AIR FORCE DE -EMPHASIZES THE CORROSIVE EFFECT OF
HYDROCHLORIC AGID, BY INDICATING THAT {T IS PRESENT IN ALL OUR
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STOMACHS. THE STOMACH HAS EVOLVED, OVER THE MILLENIUMS, TO BE
RESISTANT TO ACID HYDROLYSIS, OR SELF DIGESTION, MOST OF THE TIME.
NATURE HAS CAREFULLY CHOSEN HC! TO BE A COMPONENT OF THE
DIGESTIVE PROCESS, BECAUSE AT A PH OF 2, IT IS ALMOST A UNIVERSAL AND
POWERFUL SOLVENT, AS IT CAN HELP IN BREAKING DOWN VIRTUALLY
EVERYTHING WE EAT. TO GIVE YOU A PERSPECTIVE, APHOF 2,
CORRESPONDING TO THE ACIDITY OF OUR STOMACHS, IS PRODUCED WHEN
19 DROPS OF 37% HYDROCHLORIC ACID IS ADDED TO 1 QUART OF WATER.

HOWEVER, OUR FRAGILE ENVIRONMENT HAS GONE TOTALLY IN THE OPPOSITE
DIRECTION, E.G. ESTABLISHED FOR (TSELF A BASIC OR ALKALINE
ENVIRONMENT OF ABOUT PH 8, GOVERNED BY OUR CORAL BEDS, WHICH ARE
COMPOSED PRINCIPALLY OF BASIC CALCIUM CARBONATE. ALL THE
SUAROUNDING WILDLIFE HAS FLOURISHED IN THIS ALKALINE ENVIRONMENT,
AND DEPENDS ON [T, LOWER THE PH, AND EVERYTHING CAN CHANGE.

4, HAS THE AIR FORCE EVER MEASURED THE FLOW IN OUR BACKWATER
LAGOONS, CUL DE SACS, AND SHALLOW SEA GRASS BANKS, TQ DETERMINE
THE TRUE CONCENTRATION EFFECTS OF A DROP (N PH IN THESE AREAS?

THE AIR FORCE DATA DEPENDS ON TYPICAL GULF WATER FLUSHING, SEA
WATER BUFFERING, AND LARGER MIXING VOLUMES, TO NEUTRALIZE THE
HYDROCHLORIC ACID. THESE LARGE WATER MIXING VOLUMES AND CURRENT
EFFECTS DO NOT EXIST IN OUR BACKWATERS,

ANY'HCl ACID FORMATION CONCLUSIONS, BASED ON NEW MEXICO DATA (5%
HUMIDITY), IS MEANINGLESS IN THE KEYS.

THERE ARE UNCONTROLLABLE FACTORS, WHICH ARE AFFECTING OUR
SURROUNDING WATERS, SUCH AS PESTICIDES, WHICH OUR QOVERNMENT
OUTLAWED YEARS AGO, AND WHICH ARE STILL CARRIED 8Y THE CURRENTS
UP FROM SOUTH AMERICA, AND KILLING OUR FISH, CORAL DAMAGING
HURRICANES AND WARMING OF OUR WATERS ARE A CONSTANT THREAT.
WHERE WE CAN_PRESERVE, WE MUST DO ALL WE CAN TO SAVE OUR
ENVIRONMENT, AND NOT CONTRIBUTE TO ITS DEMISE.
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Thank You. Iam Wayne Hoffman, Research Scientist with the National
Audubon Society, based in Tavemnier.

[ have been a resident of the Florida keys for over 11 years, and have
undertaken a variety of studies of Keys animals and plants.

[ understand that launches from the Keys are not currently the preferred
alternative. I am happy about this, but still, I find the documentation
of the risk of this alternative to our environment to be woefully
inadequate. I believe it is important that the final EIS either rule out
this alternative completely, or else provide accurate and
comprehensive information on its effects on our environment.

1 will confine my remarks today to the potential effects of proposed missile
launches on the natural biota of the Keys. My general message is “The
Draft EIS consistently underestimates the damage to the wildlife and
plants of the Keys likely to result from this proposed project.”

Some specifics:

i. Tables 3.2.3-1 and 3.2.3-2, on Page 3-260, are so inadequate their
inclusion is puzzling. In the text they are referred to, and I quote
“Other fish present in the Gulf of Mexico are listed in tables 3.2.3-1
and 3.2.3-2." These tables list 10 and 9 fish species, respectively. In
fact, the northemn Gulf of Mexico has over 400 resident fish species,
and we have numerous additional ones here in the Keys.

2. On Page 3-372-373: Tha description of the vegetation of the Cudjoe ROI
is inadequate. In particular the statements about the pinelands fail to
Tecognize that these tropical pinelands are significant threatened
habitats, very different from the pinelands that dominate much of the
temperate southeast. About the only thing these pinelands have in
common with the pinelands on Eglin Air Force Base is the presence of
a pine-dominated canopy. I find it puzzling that palms are not
mentioned as understory components, and the nature of the herbaceous
understory is not even hinted at.
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3 Several of the sites proposed for facilities are described as “already
disturbed” with no further description of their vegetation. This
dismissal ignores the fact that several of the endangered plants of the
Keys are inhabitants of open sites, including fire-maintained habitats,
salt-barren habitats, and disturbed sites.

4. Over the last 2 years the state of Florida has added numerous Keys
species to its endangered and threatened plant species lists. It appears
that these new listings were not considered in developing Table
3.3.371, p. 3-375.

5 The bird list in the text on pp 3-373 and 3-375 is grossly inadequate in
describing the importance of the ROI to migratory birds and other
wildlife. Numerous additional species use the area. In fact the small
keys just north of the Aerostat base, within about 1 km of ground zero,
host an important nesting concentration of Reddish Egrets, as well as
Great White Herons and several other waterbird species. The White-
crowned Pigeon also nests commonly in the ROl including areas quite
close to the proposed launch sites.’

6. Table 3.3.3-2, (p.3-376) purporting to list “Wildlife with Federal or State
Status That Occur or Potentially Occur Near Florida Keys Sites™ 1s
very incomplete. It appears that the writers may not be aware of the
revised editions of the series Rare and Endangered Biota of Florida
that have appeared over the last several years. In addition to the
species in this table, Magnificent Frigatebird, Great White Heron,
Great Egret, Yellow-crowned Night-Heron, Wilson's Plover, Royal
Temn, Sandwich Tern, and Black Skimmer are potentially at enough
risk to be included. In addition, at least 20 species of terrestrial
invertebrates listed as Threatened or as Species of Special Concern
appear to live in the ROL These include 3 species of tree snails, &
crab, a spider, a whip scorpion, 2 crickets, a beetle, and 11 species of
butterflies. In addition, numerous coral species are listed. [ do not
know which ones occur in the RO, but their status needs to be
addressed.
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7. On P. 3-386 is stated: If the activities take place during the months of
February through October...” In fact disturbance can occur in any
month of the vear in our tropical climate. Similarly, p. 3-390 Our Bald
Eagles nest in winter, into early spring, not spring-summer.

8. P. 3-389 It is stated that construction activities are “unlikely to affect”
(sea turtles). Lighting afier dark can disorient hatchling sea turtles,
and some nesting does occur within range of these sites. Any new
lighting of all the sites needs to be described, and potential effects on
turtles assessed.

9.P. 3-39(? Négrest rookeries 5.5 - 7 km away: This is not correct - some
wading bird nesting has been documented at about 1 km from the
aerostat facility.

10. The Draft EIS completely ignores potential direct effects of HCL
deposition on wildlife. Ido not think we should assume that a mist of
highly acidic HCL rain would be harmless to the eyes of a Bald Eagle
or Reddish Egret, for example.
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The Draft of the Secondary Environmental Impact Statement 1s a misleading
study of & unique environment, It is not applicable to the Florida Keys.

Monroe County is a chain of nearly nine hundred islands below the Florida
mainland. South of the Overseas Highway chain is the only easily accessibls,
shallow water, living Coral Reef in the United States.

Wrapped around these islands lie 250 square miles of Jow water and wild
mangrove islan&s providing a life-sustaining nursery for marine and bird life.

North is Florida Bay, already under intense scrutiny by state and federal
pollution control experts for over a decade.

The ecological environment here is so fragile, that the state of Florida has
declared Monroe County an Area of Critical State Concern. Our water quality,
population density, traffic density, land use, marine resources, and EVEN our
rate of growth is severely regulated.

This is the only county in America primarily made up of islands, strung
together by 41 bridges, for 120 miles, with ONE road. Imagine where you live with
all of the vehicular traffic necessary for your daily existence confined to ONE road.
Now add all your water supply and electrical power to that same, mostly two lane

road and you have the reality of our daily lives.
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Recognizing this unique environment, the federal government, as far back as
1908, began designating refuges in Monroe County. Today, the Great White

Heron National Wildlife Refuge, the Key West National Wildlife Refuge, the
Crocodile Lake National Wildlife Refuge, and the National Key Deer Refuge exist
here. The Key Deer and the American crocodile exist only in the keys.

Superimposed over all of this is the federally mandated Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary. Established in 1990, it covers two thousand ¢ight
hundred square miles from Biscayne National Park 1o the Dry Tortugas and
expressively forbids the type of activity contemplated in this draft.

This is the only county in the continental United States in a subtropical zone
with consistent high bumidity. The keys lie in the northern trades and enjoy the
highest, daily averaged, sustained winds in the continental United States.

Hosts of endangered marine life, attempting to make a comeback, existin
our pear shore waters and around the coral reef. On land surrounding the proposed
site, the endangered Silver Rice Rats habitat extends from Cudjoe to the Saddle
bunch keys and no where ¢lse. The endangered Florida Marsh Bunnies habitat

extends from Big Torch to the Saddlcbunch and is the rarest mazunal in the keys.
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The last reraining stands of trepical hardwood hammocks are on Cudjoe
Key and Sugarloaf Key. Pine rockland is unique in the world, a globally
endangered ecosystem lying alongside the Iaunch bazard area boundary on
Sugarloaf Key.

Wetlands surround both propesed sites so that any mishap will spill
directly into the marine environment affecting fish, invertebrates, and
defoliating the native flora.

In recent letters to Congressman Deutsch, General Lyles, director of BMDO,
stated that the land launch alternative, from the Florida Keys, is “unlikely to be
approved” in his final decision. Admiral West, deputy director of BMDO, listed
launches from this area as “other alternatives being analyzed.”

We believe that the launching of missiles from the Florida Keys should not

be an alternative and suggest you amend the draft to statc exactly that.
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Good Evening Ladies and Gentiemen,

Thenk you for laking the time Lo listen to our input 00 this important issue. | have come here
tonight weering a vadety aof hats, and | would like to begin by reading into the fecord, & resolution
passed by the Florida Keys National Marine Sancluary Advisory Council on which | il as the

Florida Keys cive industry representative . (read resolution)

The sacand itam | would like to read for the record I3 2 letter {rom the Professional Association 6f

Dive instructors, (he largast cerifying agency in the world. (read lattan

Finally, | would like to speak as a resident of the Florida Keys and a citizen of this greal country.
In a letter to Rep. Peter Deutsch, dated Navemter 24, 1994, Ueutsnant General Lester Lyles
wrote *The Keys tarpél launch sites are a technically viable altemative and wiit stilt be under
consideration in the Supplemental EIS. However, Keys targel launch sites are no longer parnt of
the Proposed Action. The Keys (and the sea faunch) target launch altematives are unliksly to be
gpproved in my final decision, Wmﬂimmmmmmmm He aliso
wrate “only In an gmergeocy theeatening our nalional secudly would t consider changing the
Proposed Action”, referancing his declsicn to to establish a new Proposed Action stating that

launching targets from the southem Gulf wouid be from aircreft,

1t is not that | doubt Leut. Gen. Lyles sincerity, but # is precisely this type of statement, which |
nave heard expreased in 8 number of forums, from a number of personel invoived in this
process, that | find unsettiing. Pema;:s we can calt it the Watergate syndrome, ¢f maybs the
Olite Norh - fran/Contra syndrome, or maybe just 8 héal\hy scepticism that has derived from any
one of a numer of omer‘oovemeﬁ actions that occured uacer the asigis of national securly

COoncems.
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A3 we evolve away from a cold war mentality and economy, pethaps it Is time we began working
o4 a deflpiticn of national security that lends mors welght to the stabllity and aconomic Impact
genarated by long term sustainable resource wtilization than {o the theatrics of (he latest,

formerdy in {avor, curmently aut of favor, arms industry cuslomer.

According to data compiled by the Natural Heritege Data Base for the Nature Conservancy, there
are 12 animals listed as of state special concem, 11 animals and ona plant on the state
thraatened species list, 7 animais and 27 plants on the slate endangered species lisi, as well as
11 animals and one plant on the federal threatened or endangered lfists, all within & five mile
radius of the proposed missile site. In an area whose economy Is directly based on natural

rosource based tousism, the loss of even one of {hese spocies would be unfortunals indeed.

Even If there Is never an accident or mistiring, the 10xJ¢ Dy-products released Into the air ang
waters surrounding me proposed sites, have absolutely no potential upside with regand (o the
health of our fragile environment. They may cumulatively act to push one or more species over
the brnk of extincen. Nelther our environment nor our economy can afferd a further loss of

diversity and the resuling ecologlcal imbalance.

I would ask that you move to permanantly remove the Florida Xeys from any future Proposed

Action mjem!ng the sstablishment of missile fest sites. Thank you for you lime.

Sincersly,

Vick] Weeks

/
'
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RESOLUTION
by the
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Advisory Counall

Now be it resolved on this twelfth day of March, 1938, by the Sanctuary Advisory
Council to the Flerida Keys Nationel Marine Sanctuary, that...

Whereas the proposed or contemplated launching of target missiles from land sites
in the Florida Keys or waters within the boundaries of the Florida Keys National
Marire Sanctuary is incompatible with Public Law 101-605 (H.R. 5809), SEC. 3.(a)
which states it is the policy of the United States to protect and preserve fiving and
other resources of the Florida Keys maring environment, and

Whereas the United States Departmant of Defense has issued a draft
supplemental impact statement contemplating the Florida Keys as a site for
Jaunching target missiles, and

Therafors, the members of the Sanctuary Advisory Ccuncil oppose said misslle
launching, and

Further, the membars of the Sanctuary Advisory Council do hereby make the
following recommendaticn to Sanctuary Managers:

Send a formal request {o the United States Department of Defense ta abandon all
proposed or contemplated plans for future launching of target missiles from land
sltes in the Florida Keys or waters within the boundaries of the Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary. This action must take place prior to April 3, 1998,
when the comment period for the impact statement closes.
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Drew Richardson

Sentor Yice Presiient, [}

Tralning, Education and Memberships

PADI

. padi.oem

11 Merch 1888

Thomas J, Kannedy, Major

USAF

Director of Test, Thester Missile Defense
48 0Q/0GM

20% Waost Avenus, Suite 241

Eglin, AFB FL 32542-6868

Dear Major Kennsdy:

On behalf of the Florida based recreations! diving community of dive centers and
Instructor members of the Profassional Assoclation of Diving Instructors, | wish to
exprasa our official opposltion to the propossd Hera Class baliistic missila lsunch sites
on Saddisbunch and Cudjoe Kays, which are on the edge of tha Qrest White Haron
Naticnal Wildlite Refuge and pose 8 negative snviranmental impact to ths eres,

We requast that the projact be re-examined In this contaxt for an aiternsta solution.

cerely,

Drew Richardsen
Sr. Vice President
PAD! Worldwide Corporation

DR:pt

cc:  The Honorable Lawton Chiles, Governor, State of Florida
Represantative Peter Dautsch
Representstive Debble Horan
Senator Dsryl Jones
Senator Connie Mack
Senator Bob Graham
Lt. Ganeral Lester Lyles
Ma. Jenet Tucker, Eglin Air Force Base, Office of Pubile Atalrs
Bob Harrls, Esq.
Vickis Weoks

PADI WORLDWIDE CORP. 1231 East Dyor Rosd 160  Sanis Ans, CA $1700-5208 U.S 4.7 $20.720.7234 » THA50.7204 - Faun 714.340.2600
Wartdwide ORices: Ausvate, Careds, Evrope, Japan Now Zealard, Notwey, Singapare. Swaden, Uried Kingdom, Uted Hlates
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Drew Richardson AN
Seniot Vice President, .

Trabing, Educaticn and Memberships

W L ey

11 March 1898

Ms, Vickie Weeks FAX: 305-202-5018 V7
Ms, Sheri Appelis

Mr. Howard Singsr, President

Key West Association of Dive Opcrators

Environmental Committee

c/o Captain’s Corner Dive Center

511 Greone St.

Key Wast, FL 33040

Dear Vickie:
Enclosed plesss find a copy of a letter sent by PADI expressing official apposition to
tha misstle launoh test site plan. We are In close communication with our lobbyist Bob

Harrls, who Is tasponding on behalf of PADI and our members at the Congressional and
gubernatorial level.

Sifceraly,

Drew Richesrdson

St, Yice President

PADI Werldwide Corporation
DR:pt

te:  Mike Kurczswski

PAD! WORLDWIDE CORP. 1257 Eaet Oyer foad 4103 + Banta Ane, CA §2705-5603 L E.A. + 00.729.7234 + 714 540.7234 * Fas 714340 2008
Werléride Officon Ausaly, Canode, Eurspe. Japan, Now Zaslend, Normey, Singapors. Swedan. Unied Kingases, Lrited Sitke

Exhibit 5.1-1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)

5-21

01




March 12, 1998

Comments on the Draft TMD Extended Teat Range SEIS-E¢lip Gulf Test Range
from Robin Orland, member Board of Dircctors of Reef Relief

(Comments to be put luto the public record)

The SEIS is entircly inadequate 10 address the specialized envirommental concerns of the Florida
Keys. It fails to establish background ccological parameress based on local studics of to
realistically represent the overall impacis of TMD testing in the Keys. For example:

~ The SEIS concludes that missile launches will be isolated cvents with teroporary impacts, at the
same time stating that sach launch requircs a thirty day preparation period followed by a two to
five day cleanup. With as many as 24 snnual launches proposed, it doesa’t take a rocket scientist
to figure out that this amounts to a continuous occupation and disturbance of lamch support sites.
These are pot temporsry impacts.

~The wajority the SEIS's conclusions are based on data from previous studies dong far outside of
the Florida Keys. Air Quality findings derive from Open Bum Open Detopation Modeling
conducted in the Utah desert, This methodology bas no EPA approval in the first place ead it is
difficult to think of an cnvironment more unlike the Keys in terms of moistare, which is the
determining factor in calcularing how much hydrochloric acid will “rain out” from launch cxhanst
eraissions. (T quote, "because missile systerns associsted with the proposed action do not use
cxcess water, it is assutned that no more than 2096 of the torl hydrogen chloride would be
converted into acid™.) How accurately this scenario models launches tia will be 100%
surrounded by seawater and conducted in a humid environment iso't examined.

~The SEIS describes the launches as “discreet air emissions events” yet cach launch generates
13,800 Ibs of total exhenst, including 221 Ibs of bydrochlaric acid. Muldplied by 12 monthly
launches, at loast 2,650 Ibs of corrosive acid weuld be entering ow fragile environment each year.
The SEIS characterizes this as “temporary short tarm increases in water acidity.” It also notes that
“acidification of wster generally results ...in lower oxygen levels.” Yet no data is provided to
evaluatc the oxygen requirernents of seagrass beds, mangrove ursries or other potential squatic
teceptors or how they will be affected. This is 2 glaring oversight in light of the ongoing
cutrophication problems that have been experienced i Florida Bey and nearshore werers and the
tremendous efforts and expenditures that are being made to understand and correct these
problems. . :

~Furthermore, the SEIS states that because the Key's major coral recf racts are loceted on the
Atlantic side, they fall outside of the "Region of Influence™ affected by Jaunches. This does not
take the well documented tdal flushing of Bay warers ont across the reef ract into ascount. Amy
degradasion of Bay water quality has the potential 10 imipact sensitive reef ccosystema,

~The general conclusion of the SEIS regarding acidification 2nd other environmental impects
resulting from launches can bo summed up "dilution is the solution 10 poltution.” In a fragile
ccosystem such as the Keys that is already coping with the impacts of coastal development and
aaricultural polludon, the ditudon potential has boen exhausted. Impacts from missile testing such
&s the reduction in dissolved oxygea will only serve to accelorare the cascads of coastal
eurrophication end other risks to this ccosystern. This is not an acceptable alternative.

Speaking on bebalf of the Board of Directors of Reef Relief and thousands of our Jocal and
national members who decply value the uniqué and irreplaceable natural resources of the Florida
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Keys and who believe that this ccosystein deserves the liighest fevel of profection, we ask that you
once and for all remove the Keys froni any potential or alternative misslle launch sitc lists. The
SEIS docsn't begin to sdequately rescarch or address the complex needs of our diverse ecosystem
and the costs of conducting adequatz, acqurate rescxrch woald be prohibitive. Missile testing
produces no benefits and many deficits for the ccological, economical and cultural resources of
the Florida Kcys; this i a Sanctuary, not a test range and we ask that you respect that reality and
the fact that many people bave worked for years to prescrve and protect these islands and their
surrounding waters. Those people will never give up the fight egainst missile testing in the Kays.
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Comments by Dennis Henize, on SAFETY - LAUNCH HAZARD AREA,
NOISE IMPACTS, AIR QUALITY, VISUAL IMPACT
(TMD EIS Public Hearing, Marathon, Florida, March 13, 1998)

At last night's hearing in Key Wast, | said that the 6,500 foot Launch
Hazard Area for Hera launches in the Keys is not large enough. [cited a
recent study prepared by a senior staff scientist at the Union of Concerned
Scientists end MIT, which concluded that in some plausible mishaps,
debrls could travel 2 or miles from the launch site, well outside the LHA.

The red shaded area at the bottom of the LHA is the area carved out of the
LHA because my wife and | and 22 other families live there,

And | stated that the LHA shou/d take into account, but dees nof, at least
two other launch hazards that are identified in the EIS: compression waves
from potential explosions, and chemical clouds from potential combustion
accidents. The Draft SEIS acknowledges that launch pad explosions could
cause overpressures of 2 pounds per square foot at & distance of 1.8 mile,
enough to cause minor structural damage. At least 23 homes are closer
than that.

With respect to chemical clouds resulting from potential combustion
accidents, the Draft SEIS acknowledges that the highest concentrations of
hydrogen chioride would fali outside the Launch Hazard Area. In fact,
results of the EPA-approved model used to estimate HCI concentrations
showed ievels in excess of the Short-term Public Emergency Guidance
Level, at distances of 2 and 3 miles from the launch site. Then a “more
refined” model was used, one not yet approved by EPA or the state of
Florida, and wouldn't you know it, it shows the HCl levels below the
guidance level. But very significantly, even the more refined model still
shows that the highest concentrations fall outside the LHA. Given that
fact, and that there is not agreement on the exact amounts, it is obvious
that the LHA Is insufficient to encompass this hazard.

The LHA should be sufficiently large to encompass the full extent of ALL
the launch hazards identified in tha SEIS, which it definitely does NOT.
Sixty-five hundred feet is not sufficient, much less conservative.

NOISE-
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The Draft LHA cites plenty of technical information about noise, but
obscures the issue by using methodology that looks at the impact of
missile jJaunch noise averaged over long periods. The Draft SEIS also
considers “sensitive noise recaptors”, the Sugarloaf School and a day-care
on Cudjoe, 3 or more miles away, and ignores that hundreds of homes are
closer than that, some as near as 1.5 mile. And using very bizarre
methods, it concludes that the parcentage of Cudjoe residents who would
be *highly annoyed” by noise from missile launches are already “highly
annoyed” by everyday sounds, That's nonsense. The SEIS also says that
ambient noise on Cudjoe is from aircraft, while, in fact, very few aircraft fly
over Cudjoe, especially northern Cudjoe, because of restricted airspace
surrounding the aerostat,

VISUAL AESTHETICS-

What can be said about something so subjective, except that the SEIS
rates the view of the backcountry from the Blimp Road boat ramp as
*minimal* as it Is now. This artist's rendition doesn’t show the aerostat
because it's usually flying. Rating this view as “minimal® underscores just
how little appreciation for the Keys the preparars of this document have.
The Draft SEIS then concludes that this view, having sprouted a missile
facility, will retain *moderate” visual Integrity. | don't think so.

This is not an impact statement at all. It underestimates impacts on human
safety, and it does not even attempt to seriously examine long-term effects
on ecosystems peculiar to the Keys. With respect to severai critical
issues, It is merely a statement of wishful thinking.

The Final EIS should eliminate the Keys as even an alternative, as the
Draft SEIS does NOT support its findings of negligible impacts.
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limited to nonexistent, however what is there, is crucial to
the existing wildlife.

Sea-water:
Altheugh&o environmental studies have been identified

which specifically evaluate the fate of ammonium
perchlorate, in the marine environment, in ope study,

involving propeHant submerged in seawater, the
penjetration was gbout one-hal inch per month. W’hit

about after ten ygars?

The seacrass beds and scattered coral heads are extremely
sensitive habitats for a wide variety of aquatic organisms,
including several Federal and state listed species of
mammals. turtles, and fish,

Launch Mishap:
An early flight termination of a Hera target missile could

result in the second stage booster impacting within the
LHA, or elsewhere. This second stage booster... could

o B S AR A P A=A

explode on impact. Fpe amoun omw
explosion tH\?‘t‘is &:&a@n% injure
ma%'me%xam als I the vitinity. The threshold of effect
on marine mammals is still under analysis.

Noise:
Birds: (Remember these launches are to be at night)
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Short duration high intensity noise levels could cause
roosting birds in the area to flush off their nests.

The nearest éagle nest i3 approximataly 4 away —
103dB. e& '

The increased activity at the site may result ina

temporary disturbance to wildlife in the area, iculd
thos€ specieg that Age the mangroves, tidgl m %y,‘an
shdllow negrshore waters in th? immedigte vicinty e

latinch sité, such as frtles, various protect dwi{din and
ore birds, and the white-cfowned p}' eon.

ise wontld generally extengayer L 5.6-mile
ause nesting and Yoraging b react
- * b DY 5

The nearest rookaries for colonial nesting birds on Little
Crane, Sawyer, any Johnston keys are located 3.4 to 4.3
miles from the site and would experience peak noise
levels of 93 dB. Riding Key (northwest of Cudjoe Key) is
the fifth most important nesting site for great white
herons. Missiles will be'at least 6,562 feet above any
rookeries.

The launch
radius and ma

by-

Due to the approximately 60 second duration of the target
launch noise, the onl¥ animals that would likely be

02

Exhibit 5.1-1: i i
s i 1: Reproductions of Written Comment Documents (Continued)




affected are those within the 90 dB and greater contours.

(Not shown) o~ e cHatr

Sources of ambient noise at the proposed Cudjoe Key
Jaunch site include\aircraft traffic from the NASKW
airfield and the Key\West International Airport.

Noise contours fromthe 1989 NASKW study show that
the smallest contour in the study does not overlay the
Cudjoe Kev noise ROI :

You can’t have it both ways! The study stopped 9 miles
short of Cudioe Key. Aik traffic is further limited over the
Cudjoe launch site by Restricted Area 2916, which keeps
aircraft away from the blimps.

Turtles:

As launch preparation activities would be done primarily
during night time hours, sea turtles coming on shore at
night to nest at Sawyer Key, 4.3 miles from the site, could
be minimally affected - 95 dB.

after launches. Such debris could entangle or harm
wildlife.

For 30 days before a/faunch, €sthpersonnel would be
present at ite. The totaVnumber of launches at

There is some chﬁgc(e of some debris washing onshore
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Cudjoe Key would not exceed 12 per year. This basically
assures permanent duty for ten years.

Potable water tir Cudjoe Key shows a 395% increase.
Wastewater is assumed to be the same quantity as potable
water.

Other Errors and Inconsistencies:
The mainland portion of Monroe County includes

Everglades National Park, the Big Cypress National
Preserve, and the City of Miami. Wrong|

The Cudjoe Gardend\Marina is located 1.9 kilometers
southwest of the Cudjde Key site and includes six boat
ramps and a marina. Wrong twice!

The conversion of Kg to pounds for aluminum oxide in
the table on 3-14 is incorrect. This error is carried
forward.

Missiles would not be shipped with initiators or other
explosive devices.

The Hera missile is considered a D.O.D. Class ].1
Explosive ~ these represent an explosion hazard that
affects almost the entire load instantapeously. Proposed
TMD target vehicles include various components and
rocket motors that are considered explosive materials.
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The worst case scenario would involve a booster with
DOD class 1.1 explosives, such as the second stage of the
Hera missile, which is shipped with the destruct assembly

attached. In the remote event of a severe accident, there
is potential that a DOD class 1.1 missile component could
detonate, initiating the destruct system and burning the
propellant and releasing hydrogen chloride.

Safety:
Monroe County Emergency Planning will respond to any
significant event, which would include all locations
within approximately\ 1,000 feet of U.S., 1, and any
secondary connecting roads, bridges, and adjacent
locations along selectey shipping routes.

A transportation mishap\could knock out our telephone,
cable TV, electrical pow%r. water, food supply and means
to evacuate, since all of tﬁese are within 1,000 feet of U.S.

1. and along the entire trﬁsportation route.

Emergency Response Plan: Appendlx J does not cover .
Cudjoe or Saddlebunch, o
the following resources available:

1. Anonsgene ¢
2. Crisis action t¢am,
3. Initial resp nfe element,
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SELS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thaok you ljor attending this meeting. Please usc this shzet to write down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be reczived by Ms. Ninh by Aprii 3, 1998 70
cusure they are considered in the Final SEIS,
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thack you for atiending this meeting. Pleesc use this sheet fo wTite down comments that you
nave regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 o
casure they are considered in the Final SEIS.
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Pleasz place form in the comment box or mail to:
Ms. Linda Nirh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D, Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for anending this meeting. Please use this shect to wiite down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must bs received by ] Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 w0
casure they are considered in the Final SEIS.
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Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6366
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Guif Test Range (EGTR)

ceting. Please usc this sheet to write down comments that you

for atiending this m
Ty g the SEIS Ninb by April 3, 1998 to

have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be rccew:d by Ms.
cnsure they are considered in the Fin! SEIS.
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Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
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Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting. Please use this sheet to write down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be reczived by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they arc considered in tho Finel SEIS,
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205 West D, Ave, Suite 241
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5-30

8 March 1998

Comments on the Theater Missile Defense Extended Test Range
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS)

1) Eglin Guif Test Range (EGTR) capabilities

- Scction 1.3 asserts that EGTR has the capability to fill 2 gap in testing against mid-range
targets and offers “a umquc capability™ for testing new TMD systems, Howaever, tests against
mid-range targets with intercepts over water were already envisioned for the Kwajalein
Missile R.angc i the 1994 TMD Extended Test Range EIS. (See Fig. 2-2.30). These tests
would havc involved sca-launched targets, which is one of the altematives considered in the
DSEIS, Presumably air-drop or air-launch targets could also be used at the Kwajalcin Missile
Range (KMR) and at the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF). The final SEIS should
discuss thesc other options and compare their impacts with those at EGTR.

The only capability at EGTR that docs not exist at KMR appears to be for land launches of
both targets and interceptors for targets with ranges about 800 kilometers. This would
require faunches of targets from the Florida Keys. which is not part of the preferred
alternative of the Proposed Action. In fact, the 24 Nov. 1997 letter to Florida Rep. Deutsch
from the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) Director Gen. Lester Lyles
stated that launches from the Keys “arc unlikely to be approved in my final decision.” The
final SEIS should include a copy of Gen. Lyles® letter along with a dcm:lcd justification for
not sclecting the Keys as launch sites.

2) Treaty restrictions on targets launched at sea
The DSEIS mentions test restrictions from the START Treaty. On page 2-10 it is asserted
that the START bans target launches from sea-based platforms. On page 2-17, it is stated that
targets launched from ships would have to have ranges less than 600 kilometers to comply
with START. This apparently refers to START Article V, paragraph 18a, which prohibits
tests and deployment of “ballistic missiles with a range in cxcess of 600 kilometers, ot
launchers of such missiles, for installation on waterborne vehicles, including frec-floating
launchers, other than submarines.” However, the DSEIS does not mention restrictions from
the Intermediatc-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Trcaty, which appear to impose even tighter
constraints. In particular, INF Arnicle VII, paragraph 12d restricts Jaunches of intcrmediate-
range missiles used for rescarch and development so that “the launchers for such booster
systems are fixed, emplaced above ground and located only at rescarch and development
launch sites which are specified in the Memorandum of Understanding.” The Jan. 1994 TMD
Extended Test Range EIS does explicitly refer to the INF restrictions in the following
swtement on page 2-10:
“In order to comply with the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty, mobile and
fixed sea launch platforms for targets would be located no more than 500 km (311 mi)
from the planned target impact point.”
The final SEIS needs to address these INF restrictions.

3) Treaty restrictions on air-drop targets

On page 2-15, the DSEIS states, “Current treaty interpretations allow air delivery of
targets from less than 600 kilometers (372.8 miles) from the predicted impact point if no
intercept occurred.” The final SEIS should explicidy indicate what treaty is being
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interpreted and explain why the requirement for a fixed launcher in INF Article VII,
paragraph 12d docs not prohibit air-drop launches with range greater than 500 kilometers.

4) Treaty restrictions on air-launch targets

On page 2-17, the DSEIS discusses use of the Pegasus missile, which is launched from a
cargo aircraft and has 2 wing that provides lift while the first-stage rocket motor provides
thrust. It is stated that, “The wing design of the Pcgasus allows for lift after the missile is
released from the aircraft, which complies with current treaty interpretations.” The final
SEIS needs to indicate what treaty is being interpreted and discuss the interpretation in more
detail. The statement in the DSEIS may refer to the ban on air-to-surface ballistic missiles
(ASBMs) in START Article V, paragraph 18d and also to the Fourth Agreed Statement,
which indicates that the ASBM definition “is not intended to describe any missile that sustains
flight, ot any missile the payload of which sustains flight, through the use of acrodynamic
1ift over any portion of its flight path.” However, use of Pegasus to deliver targets with
ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers appears to violate the INF Treaty requirement that
the launcher be fixed. In addition, because Pegasus has the capability to place objects
into orbit, it would appear to have the capability to deliver targets with ranges greater than
3,500 kilometers and with re-entry velocities exceeding 5 km/sec., Such targets are not
allowed for TMD tests by the. ABM-TMD Demarcation Agrcements signed on 26 Sept.1997.
The final SEIS noeds to discuss INF and ABM-TMD Demarcation restrictions on use of
Pegasus for TMD tests.

5) Missile reliabilities
The DSEIS contains no information about the faiture rates of the missiles that would be
used. The final SEIS should include this information and estimate the probability of a launch
failurc for the 240 tests over the 10-year period being used to estimate cumulative impacts.
Publicly-availabl¢ information indicates 1 Hera failure (in the 8th test on 17 Nov. 1997) in
8 launches. The Orbital Access web site table “Pegasus Mission History" indicates
2 failures and 1 “Mixed-Result” in 20 launches.

6) Explosive Safety Quantity Distance (ESQD)

Page 2-32 of the DSEIS gives the ESQD as 950 fect and Fig. 2.2.2-3 has an ESQD circle
of radius 950 feet around the potential target launch pad on Cudjoe Key. These ESQD's
conflict with the value of 1,250 fect for the Hera missile given on page 1-29 of the 1994 TMD
Hera Target Systems Environmental Asscssment. The final SEIS needs to explain why the
ESQD was reduced.

7) Launch Hazard Arcas (LHA)

The final SEIS needs more detailed discussion of how the LHA boundarics were
determined. This is particularly necessary whenever the distance between the launch
pad and the LHA boundary is lcss than 7.2 km, which is given as the nominal LHA radius
for Hera in three previous environmental analyses. (See page 2-16 of the 1954 TMD
Extended Test Range EIS, page 1-30 of the 1994 TMD Hera Target Systems Eavironmental
Assessment, and page 1-21 of the 1994 Wake [sland Environmental Assessment.) The final
SEIS should indicate how quickly the Range Safety Officer nceds 1o send the signal to the
flight termination system so that debris from an off-course flight will be contained within
the shortest distance from the launch pad to the LHA boundary at the four target launch
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sites shown in Figs. 2.1.3-2 through 2.1.3-5.

8) Analysis of previous accidents as possible launch failures

Section 2.1.3.3.7 of the DSEIS indicates that advance planning for “mishaps™ is done and
that the Range Safety Officer can terminate the flight of an off-course missile using the
Flight Termination System. However, safety systems can malfunction and people can make
ristakes so it is uscful to examine past launch failures and analyze the impacts of similar
failures for target launches at the sites considered in the DSEIS. Two failures which seem
relevant are the 20 Aug. 1991 Aries failure at Cape Canaveral and the Minuteran failure
at Vandenberg AFB on 15 Junc 1993, The Aries missile went off course by nearly 90 degrees
but the Range Safety Officer did ot activate the flight termination system until 23 seconds
after liftoff. The report (Red Tigress Incident Report dated 23 Aug. 1991) on this failurc
indicated that picces of debris feil on tand as far as 13,500 fect from the {aunch pad. The
Minuteman at Vandcnberg AFB did not pitch to the west as planncd but instcad continued
vertically upward after liftoff. The Range Safety Officer terminated the flight at 8 scconds
and picces of flaming debris (including the 2nd and 3rd stages) hit the ground about 5600 feet
south-cast of the launch pad (i.c. in the direction mostly opposite to the intended tajectory).
According to ncwspaper reports, the brush fires started by this debris burned 400 acres on
base plus 600 acres oOff base. A failure like this for a launch from Santa Rosa Island could
have devastating consequences for the residential arcas on the coast north of the island, which
are about 1.5 miles from the launch pad. (Sce Fig. 3.1.7-2.)

9) Target missile reentry vehicles

On page 2-43, the DSEIS gives a typical target roontry vehicle mass as 2,400 kg. This
hardly sccrms typical for intermediate-range missiles. For example, page 1-5 of the 1994
TMD Hera Target Systems Environmental Assessment gives a mass of 820 kg for the Hera
bellistic target vehicle. The final SEIS should give the masses of the reentry vehicles for the
various target missiles considered.

Pkl foor

MichaeFJoncs

Dept. of Physics & Astronomy
Uniy. of Hawaii

2505 Correa Road

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)
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TRANSPORTATION
Elizabeth S. Cofer

1 and &f my friends and neighbors are pleased that the land missile
launch from the Florida Keys is not presently under active
consideration. However, an Environmental Impact Statement
(draft) has been prepared and public hearings are being held. It
appears to me and others that the door has been left open a little
bit at the present time and possibly more open as to the future.

I think the Keys will become much less desirable as a launch site
in the future as our traffic and environmental problems are getting
worse rather than better, We eare already designated by the State of
Florida as an Area of Critical Concern. We are in a National
Marine Sanctuary as well as a Wildlife Refuge for the Great White
Heron. The current Environmental Statement (EIS) falls short of
answering questions we have regarding these sensitive areas as
well as many other concerns.

Very little information was given and little attention paid, or so it
appears, to the transportation of the missile from Florida City to
the proposed launch site. U, S. 1 is referred to as the principal
artery into the Keys when in fact it is the ONLY artery

into the Keys. The word artery might well be replaced by path as
the traffic is so heavy at times that it is stopped or moves at a
crawl. We fear that vital travel would be delayed by the missile
convoy: such as fire fighting equipment; emergency medical
vehicles; police response and necessary medical travel. Our
services available to deal with any emergencies are limited: there
are only two hospitals along this route (plus one in Key West) and
all the fire departments located along this route are volunteer in
nature. The EIS states that emergency vehicles will be let throngh.
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The question then becomes HOW and WHERE? The road has 25
miles of four lane toads and 95 miles of two lane roads. There are
3¢ bridges as well which allow little or no room for passing of
emergency vehicles. Has consideration been given to the special
problems that might occur during hurricane season? Would the
keys be able to be evacuated without delay?

Is there danger of a fire or explosion while the missile is in transit
in the event of a collision with another vehicle? If yes, could this
damage a bridge? Our bridges are our life line, among other
things carrying our only fresh water to us, All our utilities are
vulnereble in this scenario as well as our food supply. The EIS has
a description of a fire fighting plan, but it appears to be one of
Eglin Air Force Bases’ plans. Will fire fighting equipment from
Eglin accompany the convoy?

Another concern is the absence of a current traffic study in the
EIS. Extrapolations are mads from older studies that may well
have been extrapolations themselves, For example, the EIS
predicts that the traffic in the year 2005 will be up 18% on Cudjoe
Key, down 9% on Summerland Key and down 11% on Big Pine
Key. Essentially the same traffic is on this entire stretch, And if
the traffic EVER goes down on Big Pine, it will be amazing as
well as a miracle. Our traffic is very heavy now and getting worse
every year. Over half our population excluding Key West centers
on U.S. 1 and it is our only way out.

Other questions not answered are how fast will the convoy be
traveling? what time of day or night will this travel take place?
Has thought been given on how to handle civil disobedience
should it occur?

It seems obvious to me that the EIS is seriously flawed, inadequate
and incomplete.
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{Note: The use of braces, *“{}" indicate the authors comments. A series of
aots] I .

periods, “..." indicates a break in the text. Brackets “[}” indicate other references,
and references to Draft SEIS pages are enclosed in ()" pesenthesis.

Please take note the words, “can, may, might, could, should, etc., throughout the
text of the SEIS, They imply uncertainty; and indicate the need for further study.

The term pH is used to denote the strength of acids and alkalis. ApHof7.0is

alkaline. Zero is the lowest number and 14 the highest. Each single number of
increase or decrease indicates ten-fold change. That is e pH of 4.0 is ten times
more acidic than a pH of 5.0,

Purpose: The purpose of this presentation is to show that even the Draft SELS
demonstrates that a launch from the Keys is unthinkable. Itis likely that a single
launch would produce more hazard to the population, human, animal and plant,
than that which all of the environmental restraints placed upon us, the citizens,
would or could produce in many years. The factual conclusions of the SEIS

clearly demonstrate that the mitigation summary is wrong. 1t is wrong because of a
lack of factual data derived from this environment, lack of understanding of the
geography of the Keys, and our dependence on the U.S. 1 centered life-link.

It is not the purpose of this presentation to humiliate the BMDO, but rather to
emphasize the conflicting data in their own study. Itis understood that the airforce
and BMDO have a need for this project. However, the Keys and the Gulf of
Mexico should be ruled out as a setting for these tests. The commerce, delicate
waters surrounding the Keys, and proposed flight path dictate a recvaluation of the
entire project utilizing the Elgin Test Range. Other testing ranges are available.]

ess ~ 199

ALUMINUM - Patients undergoing kidney dialysis suffered dementia when using
water in the machines from which the aluminum had not been removed. It was
found that patients suffering from Alzhcimer’s disease had high concentrations of
aluminum in their brains, If is suspected, although not yet proven, to be a factor in
the development of this discase.

Aluminum does not dissolve readily in water that is neutral in acidity, but as water
gets either increasingly acidic of alkaline, it dissolves more readily and thercfore:

considered neutral. The more zcidic, the Jower the pH, the higher the pH the more -

01
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05

06

07

P-W-0021

COMMENT
NUMBER

pwi21

5-34

becomes more mobile in the environment. Such would be the case caused by the
acid rain produced by a launch.

High aluminum concentrations have caused massive fish dicoffs. When this
happens it is practicallly impossible to reestablish populations because of the
changed water chemistry and absence of food sources

HCL — Hydrogen chloride will dissolve in water to form hydrocloric acid.
Hydrochloric acid is a strong acid. It is not uncommon for neighborhoods or even
whole towns te require evacuation during a spill. At concentration levels below
the threshold for smell or taste, hydrochloric acid can cause sneezing, laryngitis,
chest pain, hoarseness and a feeling of suffocation. Skin burus, inflammation, and
ulceration of the nasal septum can also occur.

Hydrogen chloride gas rapidly turns to hydrochloric acid on contact with moisture
on the skin, in perspiration and in mucous membranes, Most of the ensuing
damage is caused by the acidity, which can often be tasted as a sharp stinging
sensation even before it can be smelled. lritation is mainly to the eyes, nose
throat, and airways, but also to the mouth and skin.

Hydrogen chioride and hydrochtoric acid ar¢ toxic to plants, causing leaf bumns and
internal damage.]

I eTssasisnsniacceralosatledlosisdus s nenEsancsnraassvaadcsnsarssenesgiasnassncntgas

The major by products of combustion of a Hera missile are carbon monoxide,
water, hydrogen chloride, nitrogen dioxide, and aluminum oxide. (2-13)

Hydrogen chloride reacts with water to form hydrochloric acid... This acid may
have an adverse effect on plants or on the alkelinity of soils and exposed surface
water, Acidification of water generally results in higher solubility of minerals and
lower oxygen levels until the acid is neutralized. Acidification of soils may lead to
increased plant mortality...depending on the species’ resistance to acidity. (3-17)

Hydrogen chloride is emitted from the motor {missile} as a gascous exhaust
component. Water (from the exhaust, and open sources, or from the atmosphere)
readily scavenges the hydrogen chioride from the exhaust cloud and forms
hydrochloric acid. (K-5)

Humidity lev'cl's {in the Keys} reflect the maritime environment. The mean
average humidity is 75 percent, and does not vary significantly by month, (3-357)

-
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Normal target launch operations may resuit in the release of airborne exhaust
products, which may adversely affect the health of persons in the immediate
vicinity of a launch site. Also, during target launch operations there is the potential
for a launch mishap, which results in explosion, whole-body impact, or debris
impact. These effects are limited to the alternative launch locations (Cudjoe Key
and Saddiebunch Keys). Launch operations present both occupational and non-
occupational safety and health issues. (3-464)

Due to the initial heat generated by combustion the exhaust plume tends to rise and
dnift while cooling. (3-14) & Diagram

Maximum exposure occurs at 1.94 km. HCL remains above the safe level from
some point before 1.94 km 10 a point between 3.0 and 4.0 km.

Where the initial screening indicated there may be a potential for exceedances
beyond the LHA, an additional refined enalysis was undertaken.., (3-16)

The first analysis was a general screening to deterrine if the amounts of poliutants
emjtted had the potential to cause exceedances of National or statc ambient aix
quality standards or applicable health-based guidance levels. Those scenarios -
which the initial scre¢ning indicated had a potential to excecd the standards... were
subjected to additional refined modeling to better determine the potential
concentrations of the applicable poliutant(s). ..., therefore no further action was
required. (K-1)

While weather conditions and patterns in Florida differ substantially from those at
the Fort Wingate launch complex, a similar lack of impacts would be anticipated
for normal launches at the proposed launch sites. (3-18) Preliminary analysis of
the emissions monitored during a recent launch of the Hera at Ft. Wingate, New
Mexico.... {it is} not specifically approved by EPA or the state of Florida...it has
been successfully used ... at Dugway Proving Ground.,. Utah -~ Western Desert
Test Center, 1996.

Refined analysis of potential air quality impacts ... was specifically developed to
estimate impacts to air quality due to open burning or detonation of explosives and
fuels...

A release height ... was selected. The elovated release height will tend to
underpredict concentrations near the launch site. However, this impact is
negligible due to the LHA ... (K-3)
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{1f all fuel is consumed, some of the by-products would be:)
Aluminum oxide - 5,063 pounds;

Hydrogen chloride - 3,815 pounds (K-5)

{This amounts to approximately 10,039 pounds of concentrated HCL}

lmg mg waters:

Deposition of hydrogen chioride onto the adjacent waters would not accumulate as
the natural buffering of sea water and brackish estuarine waters would quickly
neutralize the localized increased acidity. Currents in the local Gulf waters would
also flush such acidic concentrations into larger mixing volumes. (3-393)

The coastal marsh ecosystem of the Floride Keys is a valuable and protected
resource of the Florida Keys, The coastal marshes are a complex system of
shallow water bays and basins surrounded by hundreds of mangrove-fringed keys
and developed shorelines. ... Although these tidal passes allow for water
exchange, the cluster of islands protects the reef tract from the cutflow of
seasonally variable Gulf of Mexico water, (3-534)

.. the average depth of water on the Guif of Mexico side is only 1.8 meters (6
feet) 3-425)
...most of these channels are shallow ... 1.97 fect. sec 3-427)

{1 don't think we have any true estuaries on Cudjoc Key. While it may be true that
the onshore water is brackish, it does not readily mix with that offshore. Further,
the water off Cudjoe Key is relatively shatlow. For this reason, the pH would not
be buffered quickly. The flow in this shallow water would be expected to be
turbulent. Hydrochloric acid is denser than seawater (1.2 vs. 1.025) and would
tend to sink into the lower turbulent area. By the time enough flushing occurred,
the damage may well have already been done. An assault on nature of this
magnitude must surely require more study, to say nothing of the accumulated
affect that 12 launches per year over ten years would have. The buildup of acid
and aluminum on near-shore waters would certainly be significant, }

{n addition to providing habitat for many marine animals, these coastal marsh arcas
serve as buffers during hurricanes and tropical storms... Because of the area’s low
population density, low level of industrial development, and lack of major rivers,
concentrations of chemical contaminants are generally low. (3-524)
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Fresh-water supplies:

Chloride levels in thesc lenses are too high for human consumption, but are
suitable for most irrigation purposes and provide the major source of drinking
water for wildlife. (3-414) Shallow, fresh water in the Florida Keys is limited to
nonexistent. (3-527) {What is there, is crucial.}

Sea-water:

Although no environmental studies have been identified which specifically
evaluate the fate of ammonium perchlorate {fuel} in the marine environment... In
one study, involving propellant pieces (ammounium perchlorate.and HTPB
{binder}) submerged in seawater, water penetration was limited to sbout 1.3
centimeters (0.5-inch) over a period of one month. (3-352) {What about ten
years?}

The seagrass beds and scattered coral heads are extremely sengitive habitats for &
wide vericty of aquatic organisms, including several Federal and state listed
species of mammals, turtles, and fish, (3-377)

QOverland Transport to Site:

The Hera missil is considered 2 D.O.D. Class 1.1 Explosive — Explosives that
have a mass explosion hazard (ope that affects almost the entire load
instantancously). — (Glossary)

I.aunch Mishap:

An early flight termination of & Hera target missile could result in the second stage
booster impacting within the LHA {or clsewhere}. This sccond stage booster...
could explode on impact. The amount of energy from the explosion that is
propagated underwater could injure marine mammals in the vicinity. The
threshold of effect on marine mammals is still under anelysis. (3-271)

Birds: {Remember these launches ace to be at night} )
Short duration high intensity noise lovels could cause roosting birds in the area to
flush off their nests. (3-372)

The nearest eagle nest is approximately 4 Km away (3-389) — 103dB (3-391),
Jouder than a freight train at full speed from 30 feet, jackhammer at 10 feet and a
B-747 at 1,000 feet. (3-130)
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The increased activity at the site may result in a temporary disturbance to wildlife
in the area, particularly those species that use the mangroves, tidal marsh, and
shallow nearshore waters in the immediate vicinity of the launch site, such as
turtles, various protected wading and shore birds, and the white-crowned pigeon.
{3-389)

The launch noise would generally extend over a 9-kilometer (5.6-mile) radius area
and may cause nesting and foraging birds to react by either becoming alert or
temporarily Jeaving nests... {The 9.0 kilometer radius is not on the chart.}

The nearest rookeries for colonial nesting birds on Little Crane, Sawyer, and
Johnston keys are located 5.5 to 7.0 kilometers (3.4 to 4.3 miles) from the site and
would experience peak 93 dB noise levels... Riding Key (northwest of Cudjoe
Key) is the fifth most important nesting site for great white herons (U.S.
Department of the Interior, 1997). Missiles will be at Jeast 2,000 meters (6,562
feet) above any rookeries downrange. {115 dB - Jouder than a rock concert {110
dB) but below the threshold of pain for humans (120 dB)}

(3-390)

Due to the short duration of the target launch noise (approximately 60 secends),
the only individuals that would likely be affected are those within the 90 dB and
greater contours shown in figure 3.3.3-10. {the figure does not show a 30 dB
contour; and linear regression analysis shows discontinuities in the data}.

Sources of ambient noise at the proposed Cudjoe Key launch site include aircrafl
traffic from the NASKW airfield and the Key West International Airport....

Noise contours from the 1989 NASKW... study show that the... smallest contour
calculated in the study does not overlay the Cudjoe Key noise ROL. (3-447)

{You can't have it both ways. The study stopped at the 60-dB contour (normal
counversation) about 9 miles west of Cudjoe Key. Air traffic is further limfted over
the Cudjoe launch site by Restricted Area 2916 (surface to 14,000 feet) which
keeps aircraft away from the acrostats (blimps). See 3-370 and 3-449)

As launch preparation activities would be done primarily during night time hours,
sca turtles coming oa shore at night to nest at Sawyer Key, 7 kilometers (4.3 miles)
from the site could be minimally affected. {95 dB - louder than a freight train (88
dB), but not as loud as a jackhammer (96 dB)}
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..although therc is some chance of some debris washing onshore after launches,
Such debris could entangle or harm wildlifs. (3-392)

For 30 days before a launch, test personnc! would be preseat at the site... The total
number of launches at Cudjoe Key would not exceed 12 per year. {This basically
sssures pormanent duty for ten years)

Potable water for Cudjoe Key Table 3.3,12-1 shows a 395% increase. Wastewater
is assured to be the same quantity as potable water consumption. The

mainland portion of Monroe County includes the Everglades National Park, the
Blg Cypress National Preserve, and the city of Miaml.

The Cudjos Gardens Marina is located 1.9 kilometers {no it isn't} ;3 miles)
southwest of the Cudjoe Key site and includes six boat ramps {oo it doesn’t} and a
marina, (3-429)

{ The conversion of Kg to pounds for Alumioum oxide in the table on 3-14 is
incomrect. The conversion factor is 2.205 and not 2,149, This error is also carried
foeward to the last paragraph on 3-353.}

Summary;

.. it #§ possible that some of the patural resources required for the operation of the
program may be 1estored to their pre-project condinions.

The ... program would not geucrally invelve the usc of resources 1o such an extent
that they would become fully consumed or destroyed. As a esult, potential
ireversible and irretrievable commitments of resoarces would be very limited, and
would occur onlty for certain biological and cultural resources. (3-534)

IPleass capand on which biological and cultural resources would be irrcversibly

16

17

18
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The worst case scenario would involve a booster with DOD class 1.1 explosives,
such as are the second stage of the Hera missile, because they are shipped with
the destruct assembly attached. In the remote event of a severe accident, there
Is potential that a DOD class 1.1 missile component could detonate, initiating the
destruct system and buming the propellant, releasing hydrogen chioride, which
are considered explosive materials.

Safety:

.. i the event of a significant event {which} would include ali locations within
approximately ... 1,000 feet of the shipping route. This can include U.S. 1 and any
segonglary.Connectink roads, bridyes, and adjacent locations sloag selected

{All Emergency Response Plan references site Appendix J (3-154, 160)
Appendix J does not cover Cudjoe or Saddlcbunch, onty Eglin AFB. The Afrforce
has the following resources available at Eglin, to name a few:

. Anon scene commnander

. Crisis action team

Initisf responye element

. Range safety office

Ground safety elemen

. Directer of ¢ivil engineering
. Explosive ordinagce disposal
. 96" Medical group

. Base fire depariment
10.HAZMAT rcsponse team
{L.Security police
12.Bioenvironmental engineering
13.Communications group.

o 00 =3 N M B W 1D e

Our. loeal volunteer fire departments and sheriffs do not have these resources or
equipment aecessary to handle the chalienge.}

19

20
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We are only teld that a computer model did It. The discussion Is woefully
lacking In it applicability to section 4.0 should be a summary of proposed
environmental impacts and mitigation. A statement on 2-76 sums up their
fealings, "Potential safety impacts for all environmenta! resources were
evaluated for both normal interceptor and human health risks. The increased
risk to mission personnel and ths general phone due to TMD mishaps would be
negligible.” In almost alf of the thirteen categories the mitigation was "None
required. Short-term and temporary-none sanitation they recommended port-a-
potties. In this last case, the previous reference to length of stay should be
considered.

Summary;

The TMD Extended Range Program would not generally involve the uge of
resources to such an extent that they would become fully consumed or
destroyed. As a result, potential irreversible and irretrisvable commitments of
resources would be very limited, and would occur only for certain biological and
cultural resources (3-534).
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3.1.8.1 Resqusce Description and Evaluative Methads

Noise Is ususlly described s unwanted sound. Charscterstics of sound Include
amplitude, frequancy, end duration. Sound can vary over an extramely (arge renge of
amplitudes. The decibal |dRB), a Jagarithmic unit that accounts for the large varation in
amplitude, is the accepted stendard unit for the messure of sound, Noise lavals of
commaon sources are provided in table 3,1.8-1,

Table 3,1.8-1; Noisa Lavels of Common Sources
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Soursa Nelon Lavel {dBA]  Commanm

Al raid slten 120 ut 35.2 matare (30 teatt Ithseshold of paind
Rack concerts 110

Aiplea, 747 1028 a 3042 meters 11,000 feay
Jackhamme %3 2t 3.0 mecern (10 fueti
Powet awn mower 86 83 0.8 metars |3 fast)
Foetball gamne " Crawd size: 63,000

$relght ain at ful goeec 8889 3t 8.1 meters (30 lowd
Portable kst diyar T30 & 2 ar 0.3 metas {1 food
Vaguum cleaner ’ §5-7¢ - st L8 metern (S eatd

Long raage shiphing 80-70 aside

Convarsation 60

Tywieal suburban backgraund 50

Biee cang 44

Quist b nighttime a2

Quist subwban Aighnima 38

\dary N

Becroam at nighc 0

Audtamstric (hearing 103ting) beoth 10 Thrashold of heaing witheut headag bis

Sowran: Caeren, 1994,

Becauss an individual's reaction to nolse and attitude towacd noise sources veries, it

i3 imposaible 10 accurataly predict how an Ingividual will react to a particular noe.
Hoawever, when entire communiting are considerea, community reaction to nolse mey be
repreaented with a high degree of confidence.

3130 Oruly THD ETR 8£IS~ Eglin Guif Test Ranga

com051
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
South Florida Ecosystem Offics
P.O. Bax 2476
Vere Beach, Florida 32941.2676

January 27, 1998

Liods Ninh

" 46 OGOGM
20% Wast D Avcaue, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

RE: Preliminary Draft SELS for Thester Missile Defense system ia the Eglin Guif Test Rasge

Dear Ms. Niak:

Thank you for the copies of the Preliminary Draft Supplement { Environmentz! Impact §
(SELS) dated January S, 1958. To reiterste, this letrer represeats the combined responses fom
three U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) field offices responsible for reviewing the
Prelimisary Draft SEIS (documect). Accordingly, the Panara City Field Office provided
comments oa TMD activities proposed for Eglia AFB; the South Florida Field Office in Vero
Beach provided comments on TMD activitics occurring in the kewer Florida Keys, and the
Florids Keys Netional Widiife Refiges (NWR) on Big Pine Key provided comments since both
potential launch sites in the lower Flarida Keys (Cudjoe Key 20d the Saddiebunch Keys) occur
adiscent to refuge boundades. This lenta provides general and specific comments 1ddressing the
TMD system's potential effects 1o threatened and todungered species, migratory binds,
anadrotaous fish, und wetland habitats.

GENERAL COMMENTS

As we stated previously in our review of the Coardinating Draft SEIS. we re-mphasize that the
curreat document does aat adequately address our concems regarding potental offects to Federal
(st resources and land manigerent responsibilities. We reuia concemned with saveral issues
associated with the propased action.

1. The effects of grouad vibrations from missile of lcreeptor Launches on wildlife, specifically
focsnally listed sca turtle embryos and batchiings, sl aceds ta be cvalutied. Data fiom the
space shuttle and Titan/Delta rocket lunches at Keanedy Space Ceater and their potential
effects on sea turtles nesting on nearby Canaveral Nstional Seashore could be used for

comparison.

3 The effccts of launch activites (¢ g, buman disnurbasces, noisc impacts) on the following
species nesting within the Gve.mile cadius of the Lauach Hazard Accas (LHA) for Eglin AFB
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(Santa Ross lsland and Cape San Blas) nceds to be evaluated: loggerhead sea tustle (Caretia
caraq), geesn ses tuntle (Chelanla mydas), and bald esgle (Holiaeetus Jeucocephalus),

. The effects of prelaunch and launch sctivities on populations of the following species

msnng within the LHA for both Cudjoe Key and Saddiebunch Key needs to be evaluated:
sifver deo rat (Oryzomys argentatus); Lowet Keys marsh sabbit (Sybvilagus palustris hefuerd);
transient Key dees (Odocoileus virginianus clavium), buld eagle; and eastern indigo snake '
{Drymarchon corais couperi). These activities could imterfere with the FWS' recovery
eforts for fisted species in the Keys, such as repatriating the Key deer 1o Cudjoe Key.

. The effects of pretaunch and launch activities on shorebicd and wading bird rookesies withia

zhg LHA for both tbe Florida panhandic arnd the Florida Keys necds to be evaluated.
Avifiuns, especiully ia the Florida Krys, are already subjectad to significant stress from najse
and disturbance. Curently, oesting populations of wading bisds are contiguously disturbed
by the evec increanng presence of humans, such &3 tour boats around their rookerics,
Furd\em'orc, as nesting birds take Bight in response to prelaunch and Jaunch activities, they
leave their oests exposed ta predators, such as the magnificent frigatehird (Fregaia
magnificens), and 1o the elements. Flushing birds a5 such tanecessarily expends vahiabie
encrgy that may otherwise be used for huming, foraging, end/or maintenance. Thus, we view
the Jeunching of.mgu missiles from land-based facifities in the Florida Keys o4 another level
of stress these bieds must endure. The urmulative cffect of these existing stresses along with
the added stresa from the proposed action may result in changing the reproductive behavior of
aesting birds (e.g,, decrarsed fecupdity) and force them 10 seek ather poteotial nest arcas,
w!u‘ch we bucoming increasingly fimited in avallability and suitahility, Detzils of the specific
mitigative mezsures designed to ameliorate thess effects are lscking in the document,

. The proposed action iy inconsistent with the Congressional designation of “wilderness areae”

for 2,278 ad 1,909 acres io the Great White Heron NWR azd National Key Deer Refuge,
respectively. §peqﬁcal£y. wildesmness arets ure “aa area of Federn! land retaining its primeval
character and inflyence, without permanest habitation, which is protecied a0d managed 36 15
1a preserve its natural conditions such that it (1) generally appears to have been affectsd
primarify by the forcfa of nature, with tbe imprint of man's werk substantjally unpgoticeable;
mda)huwmuﬂmgommzﬁﬁutorMRudeorapdnﬁﬁwaudmnﬁnedtypecf
mo:d :" (\thddm-:\ct of 1964). Furthermore, “wilderness arcas. ., shall be

% in such a manger as will leave them unimpaired joymest
wilderness” (50 CFR 35.2). pired for it e o e ¥

. The effects of the proponed action (e.8., visual pollution of wildemess areas, the impact oo

wilde.mm sofitude, t!‘ze recreational 1nd economic impact to the highly desired “wilderness

expesience”) on wildlife and Bumas users in foderally-desigrared areas (¢.g., Great White

ge:‘on N“WR, Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, wilderness areas) needs o be
usted.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

The word "Apalachicals” contimues 1o be misspelled o maps throughout the document. Alio,
we were 1acorroat in our last review citing the scientific name of the Guif sturgeon as Acipenser

hus desotol. The torrect spelling is Acipenser vzyrinchus desotoi. The Florida Keys
National Widiife Refuges It ¢ common title 1o refer to four refuges within the Keys: Crocodile
Lakes NWR, National Key Desc Rofuge, Great ‘Write Hezon NWR, and Key West NWR. Any
cufarence 16 2 particular refuge or refuges should ideatify thom specifically.

Page 17 Tabled L3:1: The scientific pame for the Santa Rosa beach mouss Is Peromyscus
pollonotus {eucocxphalus. . :

Page 3.38, 4 1: The Santa Rosa beach mouse should also be included i the list of mammals
cccurring oo Santa Ross ls(sad.

Page 1-53 Figuea 31 3.1 Either add green turtics to fegend ar replace loggechead tardes
with sea turtles.

Page 3-38, § 8: Additional mirigation efforts should include prokhibiting nightime activity during
the sea trtle nesting and hatching scason from May 1 through October 31 ad mouitering TMD
activitics for petential effecta an sensitive species with the impl i s
necessary.

of dial apti

. It should be mentioned that Site D-3A is within the nest protection zoge 1S
identified in the FWS raanagement guidelines for beld esgles. The guldctines recommend
[imitstions on activities that could affect baid exgles depending on the time of year, type of
activity, and distanca from the nest.

Page 162, Figure 3 1 3-18¢ Seabird should be shoreblrd in the legend,

Pagei-64. §7: Additiopal mitigation efforts should mchude prohibiting nighttime activity during
the ¢eu turtle nesting and batch fram May 1 through October 31 aod monitoring TMD
activities for poteatial sffects on seusitive specied with ths implementation of remedial actions 33
nocessary.

Page 3-262, Table3.2.3.3: Caratia caretta caretia shovld be Carenia careaa.

767 Esstern Gulf of Mexico [ive-bottom habitsts should be deseribed, in saddition to
eocal and bank reef habitsts. The Miserals Menagement Service hes funded numcrous studies to
identify and describe thess babitat types.
ia] birds is i {ote, The

L4

Pagas3-371: lnformation on nesting, foraging, widing, and col
flats and meagrove islands are used extensively by wading birds.

3
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Prge 3:377 Tahle3.3 3.3: The nesting season for bald cagles is from October | to May 15 inthe
southeast region of the United States. The table incorrectly illusicates the cagle's breeding
season froa November 1 o easly August.

Page 1:380: Agsin, information on nesting, fomg;‘.ng. wading, 2nd colonial binds is incomplete.
Page3:180 $2: There we no pinelaads on Saddiebunch Key.

Page3-189 Figuen332:10: Tho figure is insccurate and the rookery data is incompiete. Far
example, many of the rookesies are depicted in Open water. Also, Riding Kay (just north of
Cudjoe Key) is the fith most important nesting site fa¢ great white herons,

Page3-398 Fipue 11315 As befors, the Bgure is inaccurate, the rookery data is incomplets,
and rockerics are dq.u:md in open water.

Page 3-424 9 1: land soapper should be lane soapper.

: The rirfice ares protested by the Grest Whitc Heron NWR is
approxicutely 192,494 acres (780 square kilometers or 300 squarc miles). The purpose of the
Great White Heron NWR it “as 3 refge and broeding ground for great white heron, other
wigratory birds, and other wildlife.” Also, “for usc a3 an inviolate sancnuary, of for othar
mansgement purpose for migrstory bitds” (16 U.S.C. 715d). The surfhee area protected by the
National Key Decr Rafuge is spproximatcly 8,542 acres (35 square kilometers of 13 square
miles). The purpose of the Natloos! Key Deer Refuge it "t protect sad presecve in the natiogal
interest the Key deer and other wildlife resources in the Florida Keys” (71 Stat. 412, 8-22-57)
and “to conserve...fish or wildlife which ere listed as endangered species or threatened
species.,.or.. plants” (16 U.S.C. 1534). The National Key Deer Refuge iy incorrectly abbreviated
as KDNWR,  Also, thers i1 no mention of the desigantod “wilderness areas™ s this section on
Protected Areas.

: Wildiifs Managemeat Areas of the Floride Keys National Masice Ssnctuary
ware adopted zones originally designated in the 1992 Managemeat Agrecment for Submerged
Laods (MA-44-088) between the FWS and the Stars of Florids for the specific managerent of
aritical habitat, Figure 3.3,7-4 is incorvectly referenced in this paragreph as Figurs 3.2.7-4.

. Saddichunch ey site is also tacated within the Great White Heron NWR.
The are several Wildlife Managament Areas within the LHA of Ssddiebunch Key: Marvia Keyx,
Soipe Keys, Mud Keys, Lower Harbor Xeys, Cayo Aqua, Bay Keys, Sawyer Key.

Page 1-436 Figura 3.1.7-7: Federal lands should be distinguished berween mllitary property and
conservation/preservalion land, .
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Page 1-442 Figure 13.7-10: Again, Federal lands should be distinguished between military
propesty aad conservatioo/preservation land.

Page 3-501, 1% There is significant coral reef development in the lower Keys. Big Pine Key is
in the lower Keys, whereas Marathon (incorrectly referred to a3 Marsthon Key) is in the middle
Keys. The chain of islands west of the Seven-mile Bridge is considered the lower Keys. Key
degr are primacily oa Big Pine a0d No Name keys and transient to Codjoc and Sugadoaf keys.
The Forest Service's Visual Resource Management System may be an jaappropriate tool to rate
the scenic attractiveness of the Florida Keys' “backcountry” nd mangrove babitats.

ix L. GSMEC 1995 is not listed in the Acranyms and Abbrevistions section nor is it
listed ia the References section; does GSMFC refer to the Gulf Fisheries Management Council?
Green turtle nesting on Santa Rosa Island and Cape San Blas should be included in the
carragive. Information regarding the distinction between loggerhexd pesting sub-populstions
aad recovary potential should be included in the parrative. Thisis based oo genetics studies
conducted by Brian Bowen and his associates at the University of Florida.

Afer reviewing the document, we are still concerned with the potential advorse effects of the
proposed action on fish and wildlife resources. Ass coopersting agency in the NEPA process,
we have atempted 10 identify gaps in the information provided within the document as welf asto
note any inaccuracies, Specifically, the document does not provide the mitigative measurcs
necessary 1o offset adverse effects 10 our trust resources aad 1xnd management responatbilities as
2 result of target lanach activities proposed in the Florids Keys, Furthermore, we do not believe
that the sdverse effects (¢.8., aoisc impacts to nesting avifauna) of launching target missiles fom
the Keys can be amelfiorated. As such, the Preliminary Draft SEIS is incomplete in its current
form. We will continug (o eoordinate with your agency prior ta completing the Final SEIS on
fish and wildlife issues that need to be addressed as part of the environmental review process.

Ia conclusio, it is the FWS' recommendation that the Florida Key: be eliminated from
consideration as an alternative lunch site for target missiles in the Eglin Gulf Test Range.

Thaok you for the opportusity to provide comments ca the Preliminary Draft SEIS. If you have
any questions regarding the conteats of this letter, pleasa contact Lorma Patrick (Panama City
Field Office at 850/769-0552), Susan White (Florida Keys NWR 2t 305/872-2239) or Kalani
Cairns of our office a1 561/562-3909.

Sincerely,

7 Tames [ Slack

Project Leader
South Florida Field Office
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<l
FWS, Panama City, FL. (At :
1 ! Lorma Patick)

Kcys NWR, Big Pine Key, FL (Aun; :
NMFS, Moszzi, FL Key, FL (Atta: Susan Wiie)
GFC. Maruthoa, FL
DEP, Marmihion, FL.

DCA, Manathon, FL
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION
7100 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-7700

FEB 6 98

To Concerned Public, Oxganizations, and Commenting Agencies:

Please find enclosed a copy of tha Theater Missile Defense
(TMD) Extended Test Range Draft Supplemertal Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS) for Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR) and Notice of
Availsbility for the Proposed TMD test programs., Additional
coples of the DSEIS or Executive Summa way be reguested by
c-mail to “*tmdeeglin.af.mil* or by send ng & written request to:

Mg. Linda Ninh

46 0G/OGM-THMD

405 West D Avenue, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL, 32578-6B8£6

Comments on the DSEIS can also be sent to ths addreasas

above. 1In order to consider your comments for the Final SEIS,
please ensure comments are received by April 3, 1938.

incerely,

BRIAN/W. MOSS
Captdin, USN

Director, Test and Engineering
Resources

Enclosures:
Ag grated
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE ORGANIZATION
7100 DEFENSK PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-7100

Mr. Ron D. Cox
6521 Hiwassee
Panama City, FL 32404

Dear Mr. Cox:

Lieuterant General 0‘Neill has asked me to Tespond to your
letter Of May 20, 1995. The Thanter Minsile Dufense Extended
Teat Range Environmental Impact Statement presented the
environmental analyses to conduct defensive ballistic migaile
testing at each of four ranges. It did not consider defenasive
testing againsc cruiee miasiles. The Record c= Decision wae
based not only on environmental considerations, but alsoc on the
other program factors of cost, performance, and schadule,
Congequently, evean trough tegting at Eglin APB had the least
enyironmental imovact, the demired test performance could not be

' met. 8hould any of the four factors of cost, schedule,

performance and environment impact change, then Eglin may be
reconsidered. :

In fact, there are several concepts in the
formulation stage which may lsad to ballistic nissile defense
testing at Eglin. L€ R wdani e whee (!

Thank you for your interest in our program.,

Sincerely,

Director, Teat & Evaluation
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£ Raeource Table ES-1. Comparison of the Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives
(Continuad)
Candidate Test A A Boogo  Cobwil  Geckory Mebs Hesha tad | Sce  kwecaey | ow
Eglin AFB
Sania Rosa lskind o] ] (o] o o] o 0 o [¢] Q
Cape San Bl o 0 o] o [s} o ¢} o 0 o] [o] o
Sea Launch [o] o} o Q o]
Fhight Cosridor o] o o o]
‘Westom Renge
San icolas iand ¢ o [} [o] o) [o] o] o 0 [} [«
Vendanberg AFR o Q ) [¢] [e] [o] [e] o} [e] [¢] a o]
San Giements kland o 0 [} o ] [¢] 0 [ ] [¢] o
Bes Lauach ¢} o] 0 [¢] [+
Flight Corrigor [+ o} o o] o]
Wwnjalein Rissike Range
USAKA o o] o] [¢] o o] g o 0 [¢] [¢]
Wiake taiand o o© [} [} [+] o] [ o o [o}
Sea Launch [e) (o] o} o o}
Fght Corvicor o} [0 o

[} mewna (O] mswramiven  [9] somscansicona
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Ms. Linda Ninh

46 OG/OGM-TMD

205 West Ave., Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL. 325426866

Dear Ms. Ninh,
1 live ou Cudjoe , and am therefore cxtremely interested in recelvin, fes of
Volumes [ & IT o!f(:cy Y 8 °oP
Theater Missle Defanse
Extended Test Range
Y 37 L wtal Environ H IIMPGCfS 1 1t
Elgfn Gulf Test Range

Please send them as soon as yok can to:
James N, Hare

1152 Coates Lane
Summerland Key, FL 33042

Thank you for your time.
crely. d / iz

mes N. Hare

P-W-0025

T
COMMENT
| NUMBER |

01

P-W-0026

COMMENT

NUMBER

pw025
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting. Plcase use this sheet to write down coraments that you
have rcgarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 ©0
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS. ’
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@ Therp'3 A St y's ABe T 5 (7 ey ot E 0_; /<e/rvc$'t

why (o] yow Leecin $om Thele ATo o Aes e

— . —
Th NS¢y TerTuan

Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
Ms. Linda Ninh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

a Prind on MCycied paper March 1998
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

own comments that you

Thank you for aniending this macting, Pleaso use this sheet to write d
by April 3,1998 1o

have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh

ensure they are considersd in the Fina) SEIS.
SusA sl DRAKE.
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Please place form in the comment box of mail to:
Ms. Lindz Ninh

46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D, Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

-
X Printed oz recycked paper March 1998
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COMMENT
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01

P-W-0028

| COMMENT

NUMBER

Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

gx:k you fot attending this meeting. Please use this shect to write down corarents that you
regarding the S_EIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS. S ®
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
Ms. Linda Ninh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 241
Eglin A¥B, FL 32542-6866

a Printed o8 rrcycicd papor March 1998
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting, Please usc this sheet to write down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS. '
Ah Ter k1S gy Frdtlndy
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Please place form in the commeat box or mail to:
Ms. Linda Ninh
46 QG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 24!
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

':’ Frioted 04 recyeied paper March 1998

P-W-0029

COMMENT

NUMBER

01

02

Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting, Please use this sheet to write down comuments thet you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms, Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS. ’
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Pleass place form in the comment box or mail to: r&/cJ it
Ms, Linda Ninh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866
g Printed on reoyeied prpes March 1998
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P-W-0031

COMMENT
| NUMBER |

P-W-0032

COMMENT

NUMBER

Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this mesting. Pleéaso use this sheet to write down comments (aaf you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Nink by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they arc considered in the Final SEIS. '
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to;
Ms. Linda Ninh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D, Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542.6866

ﬁ Princed o recycied paper Mach 1998
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Guif Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting. Pleasc use this sheet to write down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 o
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS.

{ (‘rm;/?‘.ﬂ/l/ chhasSe and,
ﬁll.S’S1/-€S ly ‘//g'u//fz:_f_ﬁbjl—lg_q
 PasT D‘F The f‘eq&f MM[Jk /Quq(/
é?a., bt G (e ffd%ﬁa’//« ,.’—L 0/}'/'69“’\

gau yles ) loc motmé 5

el 2 flld. L

Please place form in the comment box ot mail to:
Ms, Linda Ninh
46 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

Q Friewd o8 recycled pager March 1998
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)
Thank you for attending this meeting. Please usc this shest to write down comments that you

have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be mccxved by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS.
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Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
: Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for attending this meeting. Pleaso use this shect to write down comments that you
bave regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms, Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they are considered in the Final SEIS.
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Please place form in the comment box or mail to:
Ms, Linda Ninh
486 OG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

a Primcd on resycled paper March 1998

P-W-0034

COMMENT
| _NumBER |

03

Comment Sheet

for the
Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGIR)

Thank you for attending this mesting. Please use this sheet to write down coruments that you
have regarding the SEIS, Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 1o
cosurc they are considered in the Final SEIS. -

N 2 gl papirt A /4A/7/ Pyl
Va4 —f—s :

por S il Sy

7

(24

Pleasc place form in the comment box or mail to:
Ms. Linda Ninh
46 QG/OGM-TMD
205 West D. Ave, Suito 241
Eglin AFB, FL 32542-6866

"3 Printed on recysied paper Masch 1998
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P-W-0036

Coastal

Poe Bvoay Pongic
March 13, 1998

Ms. Linds Ninh
46/0G/0GM-TMD

205 West D Avenue, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, Florida 323578-6866

RE: Request for DEIS and DSEIS for Flight Testing of Theater Mlssile Defense (TVMD)
Systems

Dear Ms. Ninh:

On behalf of ANR Pipeline Company (ANR), | would like to request a copy of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement

(DSEIS).
Please send the information to my attention at the following address:

Frank Canacto

ANR Pipeline Company

500 Renaissance, RC612
Detroit, Michigan 482431902

Thaok you and 1 look forward to receiving this information.

Sincerely,

=E2 Co A
Frank Canneto
Eavironmental Affairs

AXR Pipeling Company

A SURNDIALY (OF THE XATTAL COAPORATION
w [/ o

A1 M

COMMENT

NUMBER

01

P-W-0037
COMMENT
NUMBER

pw036
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Drew Richardson
Sanior Vice Presidant, & )
Training, Education and Memberships

PADI

weww.padi.oem

11 March 1998

Thomas J. Kennedy, Major

USAF

Director of Test, Theater Missile Defense
48 0G/OGM

205 West Avenue, Suite 241

Egiin, AFB FL 32542-8808

Dear Major Kennedy:

On behalf of the Florida based recreational diving community of dive centers and
instructor mambers of the Professional Assoclation of Diving Instructors, | wish to
express our officiel opposition to the proposed Hera Class ballistic missils leunch sites
on Saddlebunch and Cudjos Keys, which are on the edge of the Grsat White Heron
Natlonal Wildlifa Refuge and poss a negative environmental Impact to the area,

Wa request that the pr‘ojec; be ra-examined in this context for an-aitemate solution,

cerdyg

Drew Richardson
Sr. Vice Prasidant
PADI Worldwide Corporation

DR:pt

¢c:  The Honorable Lawton Chiles, Governor, State of Florida
Represantativs Pater Dautsch
Represantative Debbie Horan
Senstor Daryt Jones
Senator Connle Mack
Senstor Bob Graham
Lt. Genersi Lester Lyles
Ms. Jonet Tueker, Eglin Alr Force Bass, Office of Public Atfalrs
Bab Harris, Esq.
Vickie Weeks

PAD! WORLDWIDE CORP. 1251 £ast Oyor Moad #100 « Sarsa A, CA 92706-5806 U.SA » 800.728,7234 + T14,540.7254 + Fax T14840.8600
Workiwide Offices: Austrata, Cansds, Burope, Japen, New Zealand, Nowsy, Singapore, Ewesien, Unked Kingdom, Unbed States
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P-W-0038
COMMENT
| NUMBER |

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE QF THE SECRETARY
Washingion, D.C. 20240

ER 98/146 m 11 m

Me. Linda Ninh

46 O3/0GM-TMD

205 West D Avenue, Suite 241
Eglin AFB, Florida 22578-6866

Dear Ms. Ninn:

Thia is in regard to the request for the Department of the
Interior's comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Inpact Statement for the Theater Misglle Defense Rxtended Test
(TMD} Range, Bglin Gulf Test Range (BGTR), Bglin AFB, Florida.

This iz to inform you that the Department will have comments, but
will be umable to reply within the allotted time. Please 01
consider this letter as a request for an extension of time in
which to comment.

Ouzr cowments, 1f any, should be available by April 15, 1998,

Sincerely,

Tinemee N. A

Terence N. Martin

Team Leader, Natural Rescuxrces
Management

Office of EBnvironmental Policy
and Compliance

pw038
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P-W-0040

[P-W-0039
COMMENT COMMENT
NUMBER NUMBER
Comment Sheet Comment Sheet
for the for the
Theater Missile Defense (IMD) Theater Missile Defense (TMD)
Extended Test Range (ETR) Extended Test Range (ETR)
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) — Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) —
Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Eglin Gulf Test Range (EGTR)

Thank you for sttending this meeting, Please use this shest 1o write down comments that you
have regarding the SEIS. Your comments must be received by Ms. Ninh by April 3, 1998 to
ensure they arc considered in the Final SPIS, ’

M/ Y %é/%%zjﬂ